
 
 

The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia 

 

Advisory report: 
Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 and Marriage Amendment 
Bill 2012 

House of Representatives 
Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal Affairs  

June 2012 
Canberra 



 

 

© Commonwealth of Australia 2012 
 
ISBN 978-0-642-79662-2 (Printed version) 

ISBN 978-0-642-79663-9 (HTML version) 

 
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-
NoDerivs 3.0 Australia License. 

 

The details of this licence are available on the Creative Commons website: 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/au/. 

 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/au/


 

 

 

Contents 
 
Foreword ............................................................................................................................................. v 
Membership of the Committee ............................................................................................................ ix 
Terms of reference .............................................................................................................................. xi 
List of abbreviations and acronyms ................................................................................................... xiii 

THE REPORT 

1 Introduction ........................................................................................................... 1 

The Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 (the Bandt/Wilkie Bill) .................................... 2 
Objects ........................................................................................................................................ 2 
Schedule 1—Amendment of the Marriage Act 1961 ................................................................... 2 
The Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones Bill) .............................................................. 4 
Objects ........................................................................................................................................ 4 
Schedule 1—Amendment of the Marriage Act 1961 ................................................................... 4 
Purpose of inquiry .................................................................................................................... 5 
Scope of the report ................................................................................................................... 5 
Structure of the report .............................................................................................................. 6 

2 History of Marriage Laws in Australia ................................................................. 9 

Pre-1961 ..................................................................................................................................... 9 
Post-1961 ................................................................................................................................. 11 
Relationships other than marriage ........................................................................................ 12 
De facto relationships ................................................................................................................ 12 
Same-sex de facto relationships ............................................................................................... 13 
Relationship registers and civil unions ...................................................................................... 14 



iv  

 

The difference between marriage and other relationships......................................................... 15 

3 Values in Australian society .............................................................................. 17 

Families and marriage ............................................................................................................ 17 
Religious values ...................................................................................................................... 22 
Equality .................................................................................................................................... 26 
Acceptance .............................................................................................................................. 30 
Responses ............................................................................................................................... 32 

4 Legal issues ......................................................................................................... 35 

Marriage power ........................................................................................................................ 35 
Provisions of the bills ............................................................................................................. 37 
Objects ...................................................................................................................................... 37 
Subsection 5(1) (definition of marriage) .................................................................................... 39 
Section 47 (ministers of religion not bound to solemnise marriage) .......................................... 42 
Section 88EA (recognition of overseas same-sex marriages) ................................................... 47 
Consequential amendments...................................................................................................... 48 

5 In conclusion ....................................................................................................... 49 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A – List of published statements............................................................. 51 

Appendix B – List of witnesses appearing at public hearing ................................ 53 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Mr Graham Perrett MP, Chair, and Ms Laura Smyth MP ...................................................... 57 
Further comments—Mr Graham Perrett MP ......................................................................... 59 
Mr Shayne Neumann MP and Mr Mike Symon MP................................................................ 67 
Hon. Sharman Stone MP......................................................................................................... 69 
Mr Ross Vasta MP ................................................................................................................... 71 
Mr Adam Bandt MP ................................................................................................................. 73 

 



 v 

 

 

 

 

Foreword 
 

“I believe every human being is precious and we are all part of God’s 
family – and that marriage is a beautiful thing and should not be used as a 
weapon to promote prejudice.” 

David Pocock, Australian Rugby openside flanker, 
(Marie Claire, July 2012, p. 44) 

Wallaby David Pocock is one of the hardest, toughest men currently running 
around on an Australian paddock. Consequently I was a little taken aback to read 
his progressive and tolerant approach to marriage equality in Marie Claire. Either 
footy has changed significantly since I played it, or this nation has. And after 
conducting an inquiry into marriage legislation I now know it is the latter. 

Australians have usually been ahead of the rest of the world when it comes to 
removing discrimination. Initiatives have included providing the vote for women; 
repealing discriminatory immigration policies; protecting employment for 
married women; and enabling Indigenous Australians to participate fully in the 
democracy that had blossomed on their continent.  

Reducing discrimination in all its forms is a matter of social justice. All Australians 
are people worthy of respect, regardless of age, religion, race, sex, gender, sexual 
orientation, occupation, level of income, abilities, or choice of lifestyle. 

In recent times, there has been growing recognition of the discrimination that 
same-sex couples experience, both socially and legally, as family units. I am proud 
to have been a part of the Commonwealth Parliament that in 2008 rectified in a 
bi-partisan way many of the financial disadvantages that same-sex couples 
endured compared to their opposite-sex de facto and married counterparts. The 
opportunity to take the step of publicly declaring a couple’s love and commitment 
by entering into a marriage is the final discriminatory hurdle for same-sex couples. 
It is unjust that two people who love each other are unable to marry each other 
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because of their sexual orientation. And I firmly believe that marriage is still the 
best way to protect committed monogamous relationships. 

The key underpinning in any successful relationship is ‘love’, and love is 
universal. We all know love, seek love, and give love. We also know what 
marriage signifies. Marriage is about the love and commitment that two people 
have for each other. The sexual orientation of the parties to the marriage is not the 
issue; it is what they pledge to each other in the marriage itself. Today in modern 
Australia, marriage is a legal status administered by the state. And while many 
marriages are conducted in accordance with religious rites, the legislation that this 
report inquired into has no intention to force any religious tradition or institution 
to include same-sex marriage ceremonies. 

The Australian Constitution makes no mention of ‘love’, but no sane person 
would dare to suggest we are a nation bereft of this most fundamental of human 
emotions. (Incidentally, the Constitution makes no mention of ‘prime minister’ 
either, but that’s a story for another day!) However, s116 of the Constitution does 
enshrine the protection of Australians to practise their religions without the 
interference of the state. Any changes to the marriage legislation which was only 
introduced in 1961 will in no way interfere with the continuation of this religious 
freedom. 

It is important to remember that God did not write the Marriage Act. It is written 
by lawyers and legislators and must reflect the views and values of today. And 
every Member of Parliament is charged with the duty of ensuring that our laws 
best protect the values and beliefs of all of the people we represent. 

To achieve this end, I fully support the legalisation of marriage for couples of the 
same sex and the intent of both the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 and 
the Marriage Amendment Bill 2012. Just as we look back in disbelief to the day in 
my lifetime when Indigenous Australians could not vote in their own country, or 
when homosexuality was illegal; it is now time to enact this legislation and raise 
future generations of children who won’t believe that once upon a time same-sex 
couples in Australia could not marry. The love between same-sex couples is no 
different to that of opposite-sex couples, and deserves no less the public 
recognition, celebration and symbolism which the wonderful institution of 
marriage bestows. 

To Members of Parliament, I encourage each of you to read this report before 
voting on the bills. I appreciate that there are many differences of opinion among 
us, as there is across the country. However, we have the weighty responsibility of 
upholding the views of the constituents who elected us to this position. We have a 
duty to lead as well as represent our constituents and to vote accordingly. I 
encourage the House of Representatives to remove this final vestige of 
discrimination against same-sex couples. Should such legislation be challenged, let 
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us hope that the High Court recognises that the Constitution should not be frozen 
in the social attitudes of 1901.  

I congratulate Mr Adam Bandt on being the first MP to introduce a bill to legalise 
same-sex marriage in the House of Representatives. I warmly thank him for his 
contribution to the inquiry as a supplementary member to the Committee. The 
Committee is honoured to have been part of this important debate, and I thank all 
the Committee members for their efforts in carefully considering the bills and 
asking the important questions. Despite a considerable diversity of views among 
the Committee, I am grateful for the bi-partisan spirit shown in preparing this 
report to guide and support our strong and independent Parliament.  

As Members of Parliament it is now time for you to respond to the growing public 
support for same-sex marriage and to lead the nation by categorically opposing 
laws that legitimise discrimination. Government is made up of individual 
members. You may belong to one party or another, but now is the time for each of 
you to take a stand. To go against your conscience is neither right nor safe. 

 

 

 

Graham Perrett MP 
Chair 
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1 
Introduction 

1.1 On 13 February 2012, Mr Adam Bandt MP (Greens) and Mr Andrew 
Wilkie MP (Independent) introduced the Marriage Equality Amendment 
Bill 2012 (the Bandt/Wilkie Bill) and Mr Stephen Jones (Labor) introduced 
his private member’s bill, the Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones 
Bill). Both bills propose amendments to the Marriage Act 1961 (Cth) 
(the Marriage Act). 

1.2 On Thursday 16 February 2012, the House of Representatives Selection 
Committee asked the Committee to inquire into and report on these two 
bills. 

1.3 Mr Bandt was nominated as a supplementary member to the Committee 
for the purpose of this inquiry on 16 February 2012.  

1.4 On Monday 27 February 2012, the Committee released a media alert about 
the inquiry and launched an online survey on its website to provide the 
public with a quick and anonymous means to make their views known. 
The Committee sent invitations to a selected, balanced number of 
religious, legal, family and gay advocacy organisations to make written 
statements.  

1.5 All responses, received via the online survey, email, fax or post by 
20 April 2012, were accepted by the Committee as evidence to the inquiry.  

1.6 The Committee received 276 437 responses to the online survey, including 
213 524 general comments and 86 991 comments on the legal and technical 
aspects of the bills. A summary of the responses and a selection of the 
anonymous comments were published on the Committee website at 
www.aph.gov.au/marriage.  

1.7 The online survey was not a statistically valid, random poll. Respondents 
were self-selected, in that they chose to participate if they wished. It was 
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also anonymous, so it cannot be ascertained whether it is truly a 
representative sample of the broadly-held views of Australians.  

1.8 The Committee accepts that some respondents may have completed the 
survey more than once in order to ‘boost the numbers’. However, the data 
was able to be checked for responses from duplicate or invalid email 
addresses as well as for multiple responses at one time from the same IP 
address. This occurred with those who supported the bills and those who 
opposed them, but at such an insignificant rate (4.4 per cent) as to have 
little effect on the overall numbers.  

1.9 An additional 2 353 responses were received by email, fax or post. Some of 
these respondents may have participated in the online survey as well. A 
small number of written statements, representing a diversity of views, 
listed in Appendix A, was published on the Committee website at 
www.aph.gov.au/marriage. 

1.10 The Committee held a public hearing in Sydney on Thursday, 12 April 
2012. The list of witnesses who gave evidence at the public hearing is 
published at Appendix B. 

The Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 (the 
Bandt/Wilkie Bill) 

1.11 The long title of the Bandt/Wilkie Bill is ‘A Bill for an Act to amend the 
Marriage Act 1961 to create the opportunity for marriage equality for 
people regardless of their sex, sexual orientation or gender identity, and 
for related purposes’. 

Objects 
1.12 The objects of the Bandt/Wilkie Bill are: 

 to remove from the Marriage Act 1961 discrimination against 
people on the basis of their sex, sexual orientation and gender 
identity;  

 to recognise that freedom of sexual orientation and gender 
identity are fundamental human rights; and 

 to promote acceptance and the celebration of diversity. 

Schedule 1—Amendment of the Marriage Act 1961 
1.13 The Bandt/Wilkie Bill contains one schedule comprising nine items. 
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1.14 Item 1 proposes that the definition of marriage in Subsection 5(1) of the 
Marriage Act be repealed and replaced with the words: 

marriage means the union of two people, regardless of their sex, 
sexual orientation or gender identity, to the exclusion of all others, 
voluntarily entered into for life.  

1.15 Item 3 proposes that the words ‘a man and a woman’ in Subsection 46(1) 
of the Marriage Act be substituted with the words ‘two people’, changing 
the speech required of an authorised celebrant, not being a minister of 
religion, to: 

Marriage, according to the law in Australia, is the union of two 
people to the exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for 
life. 

1.16 Similarly, Item 7 proposes that the words ‘a husband and a wife’ in Part III 
of the Schedule (table item 1) be substituted with the words ‘two people’. 
Table item 1 of the Schedule (Persons whose consent is required to the 
marriage of a minor) would then read: 

1. Where the minor was adopted by two people jointly 

1.17 Items 2 and 5 recommend adding the words ‘or partner’ to those spoken 
by the marriage parties:  

I call upon the persons here present to witness that I, A.B. (or 
C.D.), take thee, C.D. (or A.B.), to be my lawful wedded wife (or 
husband or partner).  

1.18 Section 47 states that ‘Nothing in this Part’ shall oblige ministers of 
religion to solemnise any marriage. Item 4 strengthens this section by 
adding the words ‘or in any other law’ after the word ‘Part’. 

1.19 In addition, Item 8 clarifies that the proposed amendments will not change 
Section 47.  

1.20 Item 6 recommends repealing Section 88EA, which reads as follows: 

 A union solemnised in a foreign country between:  

                     (a)  a man and another man; or  

                     (b)  a woman and another woman;  

must not be recognised as a marriage in Australia.  

1.21 Item 9 advises that amendments may be made to Acts other than the 
Marriage Act if they are consequential to the passing of the Bandt/Wilkie 
Bill. 
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The Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones Bill) 

1.22 The long title of the Jones Bill is ‘A Bill for an Act to amend the Marriage 
Act 1961 to establish marriage equality for same-sex couples, and for 
related purposes’. 

Objects 
1.23 The object of the Jones Bill is to ‘amend the Marriage Act 1961 to ensure 

equal access to marriage for all adult couples irrespective of sex who have 
a mutual commitment to a shared life.’ 

Schedule 1—Amendment of the Marriage Act 1961 
1.24 The Jones Bill contains one schedule comprising five items. 

1.25 Item 1 proposes that the definition of marriage in Subsection 5(1) of the 
Marriage Act be repealed and replaced with the words: 

marriage means the union of two people, regardless of their sex, to 
the exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for life.  

1.26 Item 2 proposes that the words ‘a man and a woman’ in Subsection 46(1) 
of the Marriage Act be substituted with the words ‘two people’, changing 
the speech required of an authorised celebrant, not being a minister of 
religion, to: 

Marriage, according to the law in Australia, is the union of two 
people to the exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for 
life. 

1.27 Similarly, Item 5 proposes that the words ‘a husband and a wife’ in Part III 
of the Schedule (table item 1) be substituted with the words ‘two people’. 
Table item 1 of the Schedule (Persons whose consent is required to the 
marriage of a minor) would then read: 

1. Where the minor was adopted by two people jointly 

1.28 Item 3 proposes an additional paragraph (aa) for Section 47 so that it 
would read as follows: 

Nothing in this Part:  

(a)  imposes an obligation on an authorised celebrant, being a 
minister of religion, to solemnise any marriage; or  

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#authorised_celebrant
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#authorised_celebrant
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#minister_of_religion
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#marriage
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(aa)  imposes an obligation on an authorised celebrant, being a 
minister of religion, to solemnise a marriage where the parties to 
the marriage are of the same sex; or 

 (b)  prevents such an authorised celebrant from making it a 
condition of his or her solemnising a marriage that:  

        (i)  longer notice of intention to marry than that required by 
this Act is given; or  

        (ii)  requirements additional to those provided by this Act are 
observed.  

1.29 Item 4 recommends repealing Section 88EA, which reads as follows: 

 A union solemnised in a foreign country between:  

                     (a)  a man and another man; or  

                     (b)  a woman and another woman;  

must not be recognised as a marriage in Australia.   

Purpose of inquiry 

1.30 The purpose of this advisory report is for the Committee to scrutinise the 
two marriage bills before the Parliament. It is for the Parliament to 
determine whether a bill legalising same-sex marriage will be passed. The 
report aims to aid the Parliament in determining how it will may on these 
bills.  

1.31 To this end, the Committee examined historical and contemporary 
approaches to marriage and relationship recognition, social values and 
opinions regarding the proposed changes, and technical differences in the 
drafting of each bill. 

Scope of the report 

1.32 The Committee has examined the proposed changes to the Marriage Act 
contained in the Bandt/Wilkie and Jones Bills. In summary, the proposed 
amendments seek to change the definition of marriage to include two 
people of the same sex and to repeal the section that prohibits recognition 
of same-sex marriages conducted overseas.  

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#authorised_celebrant
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#authorised_celebrant
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#minister_of_religion
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/ma196185/s5.html#marriage
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1.33 Neither bill proposes any changes to the protections that currently exist in 
the Marriage Act, such as the marriageable age, the prohibition against 
consanguineous relationships, or the religious freedom of ministers of 
religion to refuse to solemnise any marriage. 

1.34 This report focuses solely on the intent and content of the two bills. 
Neither bill proposes any changes to the words ‘to the exclusion of all 
others’ in the definition of marriage. Neither do they propose any changes 
to Section 94, which makes bigamy an offence. As such, polygamy, the 
practice of having more than one spouse, is not of relevance in considering 
these bills, despite having been raised by some respondents. Should a bill 
be introduced in the future that proposes to expand the definition of 
marriage to accommodate more than two people and to repeal Section 94, 
then polygamy would be a relevant topic of discussion. 

1.35 Many objections to the bills have been based on concerns about the 
adoption of children by same-sex married couples. However, adoption 
rights come under state legislation and are not addressed in the Marriage 
Act that the proposed bills would amend. Moreover, marital status is not 
necessarily linked to adoption rights. All states and territories, with the 
exception of South Australia, allow single people to adopt children. The 
Australian Capital Territory, New South Wales and Western Australian 
permit same-sex couples to adopt children. The remaining states could 
change legislation to extend adoption rights to same-sex couples without 
any changes to the Marriage Act.  

1.36 Should same-sex marriage be legalised by the Australian Parliament, this 
would not change adoption rights for same-sex couples without 
subsequent legislative changes being agreed to by individual state and 
territory governments.  

Structure of the report 

1.37 The next chapter outlines the history of marriage laws in Australia and 
examines legally-recognised relationships other than marriage. 

1.38 Chapter 3 discusses the public responses to the inquiry, based around 
common themes that featured predominantly during the course of this 
inquiry. Selected quotations from the numerous responses are presented 
in this chapter.  

1.39 Chapter 4 addresses the legal issues with respect to the two bills, and the 
different wording proposed in each bill.  
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1.40 The final chapter provides the Committee’s concluding remarks. The 
Committee chose not to make a recommendation in this report. Some 
members have made recommendations in their additional comments. 
These reflect the diversity of views within the Committee. 
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2 
History of Marriage Laws in Australia 

2.1 This chapter provides a history of marriage laws in order to situate the 
current bills under scrutiny alongside legal changes that have taken place 
in marriage and relationship recognition in Australia since Federation.  

2.2 It presents a brief overview of progressive changes enacted affecting 
marriage laws and a person’s eligibility to marry in Australia. The chapter 
then reviews the legal recognition and social standing of relationships 
other than marriage, such as opposite-sex and same-sex de facto 
relationships.   

Pre-1961 

2.3 Governments across different jurisdictions have administered marriage 
laws in Australia since European settlement. These laws were not 
immutable. In fact, at various points in time, governments have seen fit to 
legislate on citizens’ eligibility to marry. Those considered minors by 
today’s standards were permitted to marry, and restrictions were placed 
on Indigenous Australians’ right to marry whom they chose.  

2.4 Marriage law was first administered in Australia by the British colonies, 
which inherited British common law traditions. For some time, the 
marriage of convicts was limited to those who exhibited good character; 
convicts who did not demonstrate ‘soberness’ or ‘industriousness’ were 
not permitted to marry.1 

2.5 From Federation in 1901 until 1961, each state and territory was 
responsible for regulating marriage. This resulted in a fractured system 

 

1  A Atkinson, ‘Convicts and courtship,’ in P Grimshaw, C McConville and E McEwen eds, 
Families in Colonial Australia, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1985, p. 25. 
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where each state and territory had its own marriage law, meaning that the 
legality of one’s marriage could change when crossing a border. Sir 
Garfield Barwick, then Attorney-General, wrote in 1962 that: 

At present there are nine separate systems of marriage law in the 
States and these Territories; systems which, although possessing 
many features in common, display considerable diversity in 
principle and detail.2 

2.6 A person’s eligibility to marry could change from one state to another at 
different points in time. For example, the marriageable age in Australian 
states and territories was the same as the age of consent: 14 for men and 12 
for women. However, in 1942, Tasmania raised the marriageable age for 
men to 18 and for women to 16; Western Australia followed suit in 1956 
and South Australia in 1957.3  

2.7 Another example is the variation in state laws pertaining to Indigenous 
Australians which regulated whom they could or could not marry.  

2.8 Victoria’s Aborigines Protection Act 1869 (Vic) gave the Board for the 
Protection of Aborigines the power to refuse marriage applications from 
Indigenous Victorians.4 In Queensland, the Aboriginals Protection and 
Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act 1897 (Qld) prohibited Indigenous 
woman from marrying anyone other than an Indigenous man without the 
permission of an Aboriginal Protector.5 

2.9 In the Northern Territory, which was governed by Commonwealth law, 
the Aboriginals Ordinance 1918 restricted marriages between Indigenous 
women and non-Indigenous men. For example, the marriage of 
Indigenous or half-caste women to non-Indigenous men required legal 
permission.6 

 

2  G Barwick, ‘The Commonwealth Marriage Act 1961’, Melbourne University Law Review, vol. 3, 
1961-1962, p. 277. 

3  G Barwick, ‘The Commonwealth Marriage Act 1961’, Melbourne University Law Review, vol. 3, 
1961-1962, pp. 284–5. 

4  K Ellinghaus, ‘Regulating Koori marriages: The 1886 Victorian Aborigines Protection Act’, 
Journal of Australian Studies, vol. 67, 2001, p. 23. 

5  K Ellinghaus, ‘Absorbing the “Aboriginal problem”: Controlling interracial marriage in 
Australia in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries’, Journal of Aboriginal History, 
vol. 27, 2003, p. 197. 

6  ABC, ‘Australia’s Centenary of Federation’ <http://www.abc.net.au/federation/fedstory/ 
ep4/ep4_institutions.htm> viewed 24 April 2012. 
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Post-1961 

2.10 In 1961, the Australian Parliament, using its power to legislate with 
respect to marriage under Subsection 51(21) of the Constitution, passed 
the Marriage Act 1961 (the Marriage Act) to regulate marriage law 
uniformly across the country. 

2.11 The Marriage Act did not include a definition of marriage in Section 5 at 
the time of promulgation. Senator John Grey Gorton argued at the time 
that: 

I am inclined to think that the reason why marriage has not been 
defined previously in legislation of this kind is because it is rather 
difficult to do so. Marriage, of course, can mean a number of 
things. For instance, it can mean a religious ceremony; it can mean 
a civil ceremony; and it can mean a form of living together. There 
are several meanings covered by the word ‘marriage’, which are 
quite different one from the other.7 

2.12 However, Section 46 requires authorised celebrants to explain the nature 
of marriage and provides some sample words: 

… the authorised celebrant shall say to the parties, in the presence 
of the witnesses, the words: 

‘I am duly authorised by law to solemnise marriages according to 
the law.  

Before you are joined in marriage in my presence and the presence 
of these witnesses, I am to remind you of the solemn and binding 
nature of the relationship into which you are now about to enter.  

Marriage, according to law in Australia, is the union of a man and 
woman to the exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for 
life.’  

Or words to that effect. 

2.13 Senator Gorton elaborated during the second reading debate that: 

I want to make it clear that the fact of a celebrant saying those 
words, which clause 46 requires him to say, does not have the 
force of law to define a marriage in the sense in which the 
insertion of a definition … would have.8 

 

7  Senator the Hon. John Grey Gorton, Senate Hansard, 18 April 1961, p. 544. 
8  Senator the Hon. John Grey Gorton, Senate Hansard, 18 April 1961, p. 544. 
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2.14 In 2004, the Australian Parliament enacted the Marriage Amendment 
Bill 2004, introduced by then Attorney-General Mr Philip Ruddock. The 
bill sought to formalise the definition of marriage and to respond to the 
legalisation of same-sex marriages in some overseas countries.9  

2.15 The Marriage Amendment Act 2004 inserted the following definition of 
marriage into Subsection 5(1) of the Marriage Act: 

‘marriage’ means the union of a man and a woman to the 
exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for life.  

2.16 In addition, the Marriage Amendment Act 2004 inserted Section 88EA into 
the Marriage Act to prohibit the recognition in Australia of same-sex 
marriages performed in foreign countries. 

2.17 In 2009, Senator Sarah Hanson-Young (Greens) introduced the Marriage 
Equality Amendment Bill 2009 in the Senate, which sought to eliminate 
exclusionary references to sexual orientation and gender identity in the 
Marriage Act. The bill was referred to the Senate Standing Committee on 
Legal and Constitutional Affairs for inquiry and report, and was 
subsequently defeated in the Senate at the Second Reading Stage on 
25 February 2010. 

2.18 Senator Hanson-Young then introduced a similar bill, the Marriage 
Equality Amendment Bill 2010. The bill was again referred to the Senate 
Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs for inquiry, and 
the report will be tabled on 25 June 2012.10  

2.19 In 2012, the Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones Bill) and the 
Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 (the Bandt/Wilkie Bill) were 
introduced into the House of Representatives, and referred to this 
Committee for inquiry and report.  

Relationships other than marriage 

De facto relationships 
2.20 Many people in Australia live together in marriage-like relationships 

without formalising the relationship through a marriage ceremony with a 

 

9  The Hon. Philip Ruddock, Attorney-General, House of Representatives Hansard, 24 June 2004, 
p. 31460.  

10  Senate Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs. 
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registrar, celebrant or minister of religion. These relationships are defined 
as de facto relationships for the purposes of law.  

2.21 According to the Family Law Act 1975 (Cth), the definition of a de facto 
relationship is one where: 

 the two persons are not legally married to each other;  

 the two persons are not related by family; and  

 the two persons have a relationship as a couple living together on a 
genuine domestic basis.11  

2.22 The last condition is determined by proving aspects of the relationship 
such as duration, the existence of a sexual relationship, care of children, 
cohabitation, mutual commitment, public recognition, and sharing of 
property and finances. If the relationship is registered under a state or 
territory relationship register, the partnership is automatically considered 
to be a de facto relationship without having to prove any of the above 
aspects.  

2.23 In the 1980s, Australian state and territories began amending their 
legislation to provide de facto couples with similar rights to married 
couples. In terms of family and employment benefits and property 
settlement, de facto couples were treated as if they were married.  

Same-sex de facto relationships 
2.24 From the end of the 1990s, states and territories also began to extend these 

rights to same-sex de facto couples to remove discrimination based on 
sexual orientation in relationships. 

2.25 In 2007, the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (now the 
Australian Human Rights Commission) conducted an inquiry into 
discrimination against people in same-sex relationships.  

2.26 The resulting report identified 58 Commonwealth laws that denied 
same-sex de facto couples some financial and work-related entitlements 
that are afforded to opposite-sex de facto or married couples.12 The 
following year, acting on a 2002 referral of power from the states, the 

 

11  Family Law Act 1975, s. 4AA. 
12  Australian Human Rights Commission, ‘Same Sex: Same Entitlements’ May 2007 

<http://www.humanrights.gov.au/human_rights/samesex/report/pdf/SSSE_Report.pdf> 
viewed 1 May 2012.  
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Australian Government introduced reforms to remove the discriminations 
in the identified pieces of legislation.13 

2.27 There no longer exist legal differences to the status of same-sex and 
opposite-sex de facto couples under Commonwealth law.  

Relationship registers and civil unions  
2.28 De facto couples, both same-sex and opposite-sex, can register formally 

their relationships in Tasmania, Victoria, New South Wales, Australian 
Capital Territory (ACT) and Queensland. These states, with the exception 
of Victoria, recognise relationships registered in the other states.  

2.29 The benefit of registering a relationship is to obtain proof of the 
relationship, similar to having a marriage certificate. Couples in a 
registered relationship do not have to prove their de facto status, as 
described above. Registering a relationship may be attractive to same-sex 
couples who do not have the option of obtaining a marriage certificate.  

2.30 Civil unions are conducted only in the ACT and Queensland. Civil union 
legislation provides for a ceremony to declare a civil partnership in 
addition to providing for relationship registration. On Tuesday, 12 June, 
the Queensland premier announced amendments to the Civil Partnerships 
Act 2011 (Qld) that would remove the option of a state-sanctioned 
ceremony.14 Civil unions are available to both same-sex and opposite-sex 
couples in Queensland, but only to same-sex couples in the ACT.15  

2.31 Civil union ceremonies must be conducted by an official civil notary, and 
eligibility requirements are similar to those prescribed in the Marriage 
Act, i.e. that notice of declaration must be given in a certain time period, 
neither party is already married or in a civil partnership, or is in a 
prohibited relationship with the other party. Civil union legislation also 
provides for formal termination of the civil partnership.  

 

13  See the Family Law Amendment (De Facto Financial Matters and Other Measures) Act 2008 (Cth), 
the Same Sex Relationships (Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws - Superannuation) Act 2008 
(Cth) and the Same Sex Relationships (Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws - General Law 
Reform) Act 2008 (Cth). 

14  M McKenna and R Barrett, ‘Newman weakens Same-Sex Reforms’, The Australian, 13 June 
2012, p. 1. 

15  Civil Partnerships Act 2011 (Qld); Civil Unions Bill 2011 (ACT) Explanatory Statement, p. 4. 
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The difference between marriage and other relationships 
2.32 De facto, registered or civil union relationships do not equate to marriage. 

Although the vast majority of state and federal legislation apply equally to 
couples regardless of marital status and sexual orientation, there remain a 
few areas in which non-married couples are disadvantaged due to their 
lack of marital status, such as providing proof of relationship.  

2.33 Whereas opposite-sex de facto or registered couples can choose to marry 
and avail themselves of the full rights that come with a marriage 
certificate, same-sex couples are prohibited by law to choose this option.  

2.34 The Jones and Bandt/Wilkie Bills seek to change the Marriage Act to 
enable same-sex couples to marry if they so wish.  

2.35 The debate around same-sex marriage rights is not limited to legal issues. 
Although solely a legal contract in Australia, marriage is a religious 
institution for many that is closely entwined with religious tradition, 
ceremony and meaning. It is also a symbolic social contract, reflecting 
Australia’s values about relationships and families, the meaning of the 
institution of marriage, and equality. These issues are discussed in the 
next chapter.  
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Values in Australian society 

3.1 This chapter provides a discussion of some of the key social values in 
Australia, in particular family constructs, religious beliefs and freedoms, 
and a commitment to equality and acceptance, that were raised in relation 
to the bills under scrutiny.  

3.2 The chapter includes a number of text boxes which provide a selection of 
the responses made to the inquiry around the bills and the values in 
Australian society.  

Families and marriage 

3.3 Families are an essential part of our society. The International Covenant 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) states that the family 
unit is the fundamental unit in society and the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights describes families as the ‘natural and 
fundamental group unit of society [that] is entitled to protection by the 
State’.1 

3.4 The importance of the family unit was apparent in the inquiry evidence. 
The Australian Christian Lobby (ACL) said that the family is ‘society’s 
most fundamental unit’ and ‘the core social unit around which 
communities are built’.2 

 

1  Castan Centre for Human Rights Law (Castan Centre), Submission 40, p. 7. 
2  Australian Christian Lobby (ACL), Submission 21, pp. 3, 39. 
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Family & marriage  
The following comments are drawn from written and survey responses received by 
the Committee. 
 
• Marriage is essential to strong, stable family units, which in turn are essential in 

protecting the stability of our society. (Even some in favour of same‐sex marriage 
have acknowledged this fact and try to use it to further their own position!) 

• Stable families create a stable society. 00:30, 14 April 
• The government should support the marriage of 2 people that wish to wish to 

create a family unit. This will result in a more stable family unit without 
prejudice. 14:10, 20 April 

• Marriage is the foundation of family which in turn is the foundation [of] society. 
3:53, 31 March 

• As Australian citizens it is our firm belief that the social fabric of this wonderful 
country of ours is held together by the foundation of the family, underpinned by 
marriage. 14:55, 24 March  

• I have felt privileged to interact with people from such a diverse range of family 
backgrounds, who have shown me firsthand that families don't all have to look 
the same to share in the same love and positivity I believe we all value and want 
for our families. 11:53, 16 March 

• I have grave concerns for the concept of family and the long term legal, morale 
and social implications of this legislation.  4:37, 10 April 

• The values and traditions surrounding marriage in Australia are applicable to all 
citizens regardless of their sexuality‐ love, respect, companionship and family. 
13:06, 20 April 

• To me the criteria for a committed long term marriage is love, respect and a 
conscious commitment to support each other through life. To me this 
commitment has nothing to do with a person's sexual preference or orientation. 
9:48, 16 April 

• Who are we to decide who has the most committed relationship or fits the 
modern definition of family? 4:43, 10 April 

3.5 The Salvation Army’s position is that: 

In spite of changing lifestyles and values, the family unit—father, 
mother and children—is still the ideal social institution in 
contemporary Australian life.3  

3.6 The Australian Catholic Bishops Conference stated that: 

Families are small communities in themselves on which the wider 

 

3  The Salvation Army Australian Southern Territory, Submission 18, p. 1. 
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community is built and they are the main place in which children 
are socialised to take their place in the wider community.4 

3.7 The Australian Family Association (AFA) believes that family is central to 
identity:  

We know that family and identity are closely related, because we 
have seen in our own nation’s history the traumatic loss of identity 
experienced by several generations of children who, for various 
reasons, were separated from their biological families, and for 
which governments have seen fit to apologise … We know how 
important biological family ties are when we see the soaring 
popularity of television programmes like Find My Family, and 
Who Do You Think You Are?5  

3.8 It was observed by some groups that marriage is considered to be a vital 
ingredient of the family unit. Article 10 of the ICESCR recognises ‘the 
importance of marriage to the family unit’.6 

3.9 Australian Marriage Equality explained: 

Marriage is not just about creating a new legal relationship 
between two parties, it is about creating a new relationship 
between the families of those parties. … That is why we have the 
terms … [like] mother-in-law and son-in-law. Marriage creates 
kinship in a way that other types of legal relationships do not.7  

3.10 FamilyVoice Australia stated that ‘marriage has provided the bedrock of 
family life that is essential for the survival of society’.8 The ACL claimed 
that marriage is ‘a social good, providing the best environment for family 
to flourish, and in particular, for children to be raised and nurtured.’9 

 

4  Australian Catholic Bishops Conference (Catholic Bishops), Submission 13, p. 2.  
5  Australian Family Association (AFA), Submission 31, p. 3.  
6  Castan Centre, Submission 40, p. 14.  
7  Mr Rodney Croome, Campaign Director, Australian Marriage Equality (AME), Committee 

Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 58. 
8  FamilyVoice Australia, Submission 28, p. 3.  
9  ACL, Submission 21, p. 3.  
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3.11 According to the Lutheran Church of Australia: 

Marriage, along with the family which revolves around it and is 
established by it, is the foundational institution for the social and 
political order of a nation. So the stability and prosperity of 
marriage and the family, in large part, determines the stability and 
prosperity of our country.10 

3.12 The Chinese Methodist Church in Australia submitted that ‘marriage is 
the logical basis of the family’.11 The Seventh Day Adventist Church 
concurred:  

… marriage is the natural basis of the family because it secures the 
relationship between biological parents and their children, and 
provides a microcosm of social unity that is time-honoured as a 
core ingredient of stable societies.12 

3.13 The Rabbinical Council of Victoria took the view that 

… the institution of marriage is central to the formation of a 
healthy society and to the concept of family.13 

3.14 In a speech submitted to the inquiry by the Hon. Michael Kirby, he 
explained that:  

Marriage tends to be beneficial for the individuals who chose its 
status. It is an affirmation of relationships before society. Such 
relationships are generally to the advantage of their participants 
and of society itself. They involve very substantial health benefits; 
as well as civic benefits in terms of the mutual support and 
protection provided to individuals within marriage.14 

3.15 The ACL told the Committee that:  

The modern state does not usually regulate interpersonal 
relationships among its citizens. One of the few exceptions is 
marriage. Its interest in regulating marriage stems from the 
importance of marriage as a foundational unit in society, of 
upholding marriage as an ideal.15  

10  Lutheran Church of Australia, Submission 5, p. 1. 
11  Chinese Methodist Church in Australia, Submission 16, p. 1. 
12  Seventh-day Adventist Church, Submission 24, p. 1.  
13  Rabbinical Council of Victoria, Submission 29, p. 1.  
14  The Hon. Mr Michael Kirby, Submission 3, p. 12.  
15  ACL, Submission 21, p. 5. 
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3.16 The Australian Catholic Bishops Conference pointed out that:  

Governments promote stable marriages because they are 
important to the welfare of children and because marriages and 
families are key to the future of the community.16 

3.17 Moreover, the AFA suggested to the Committee that government 
involvement in the regulatory environment relating to marriage: 

… has do to with recognising the significant public interest in 
fostering lifelong, exclusive fidelity between a man and a woman 
intending to engage in a relationship whose very nature is 
oriented towards the creation of children and of a new biological 
family unit.17  

3.18 New South Wales MLA the Hon. Trevor Khan stated that: 

… marriage is no longer seen as the starting point at which young 
people move from the family home, commence an intimate 
relationship and ‘set up home’. Instead marriage is, for the 
majority of young Australians, a later step in the relationship. It is 
occurring at a point long after the commencement of a sexual 
relationship, and indeed long after co-habitation.18  

3.19 Mr Khan further noted that:  

… reasons such as love, stability, sexual satisfaction and 
companionship are all recognised in contemporary Australian 
society as valid reasons for marriage.19  

3.20 According to Australian Bureau of Statistics data, 31 per cent of the 
121 000 marriages conducted in 2010 were solemnised by ministers of 
religion and 69 per cent by civil celebrants.20 

3.21 As the organisation Engage Celebrants pointed out: 

We have solemnised first marriages between people who haven’t 
yet lived together, those who already have children together, 
blended families and older couples where there is no possibility 
for children to be born into the marriage. We’ve even officiated 

 

16  Catholic Bishops, Submission 13, p. 2. 
17  AFA, Submission 31, p. 2. 
18  The Hon. Mr Trevor Khan, Submission 32, p. 14. 
19  Mr Khan, Submission 32, p. 15. 
20  Australian Bureau of Statistics, ‘4102.0—Australian Social Trends, March Quarter 2012’ 

<http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4102.0Main+Features30March+ 
Quarter+2012#MARRIAGES> viewed 13 June 2012.  



22  

 

over marriages that, due to medical reasons, will never be 
consummated.21  

3.22 In addition to nuclear families, Australian families are represented by 
single-parent families, extended families and blended families of step- and 
half-siblings.  

3.23 Couples may have no children, biological children, adoptive children or 
children conceived through IVF or surrogacy. Depending on state laws, 
single parents and same-sex couples have adopted children.  

3.24 Professor Kerryn Phelps, from Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays 
(PFLAG), observed that: 

… quite a number of children, and an increasing number of 
children, are being raised in single-parent families and in blended 
families where there are one or two step-parents, and some 
children are being raised by grandparents, some children have two 
fathers and some children have two mothers and so forth, 
whatever the shapes of those children’s families are it should be 
acknowledged and respected.22 

Religious values 

3.25 Many of the above opinions about family and marriage derive from 
religious beliefs and traditions. 

3.26 Religious traditions form an integral part of Australian society. While 
Australia was founded as a predominantly Christian British colony, 
processes of migration and shifts towards embracing multiculturalism 
have created a modern Australia that is rich in religious diversity. The 
varieties of communities that practice religion in Australia have many 
different structures of beliefs and values that shape people’s attitudes to 
life. 

3.27 While Australian society includes citizens of differing faith beliefs and 
their respective faith-based organisations, it is a secular state. This means 
that citizens can hold whatever religious beliefs they choose. However, as 
Professor Andrew Lynch commented, the Constitution of Australia 

 

21  Engage Celebrants, Submission 26, p. 1. 
22  Professor Kerryn Phelps, Representative, Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG), 

Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 51. 
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‘ensures that the Commonwealth cannot impose any religious observance 
upon people’.23  

3.28 Section 116 of the Constitution sets out the separation of the Church and 
State in Australia. It states that: 

 The Commonwealth shall not make any law for establishing any 
religion, or for imposing any religious observance, or for 
prohibiting the free exercise of any religion.24 

3.29 This means that although Australia respects religious beliefs and 
traditions, legislation is a matter reserved for the deliberation of 
parliaments in our secular state in the best interests of society and without 
favour to one or other faith system. 

3.30 Australia’s religious diversity was evident at the Sydney public hearing 
which included the participation of representatives of the Anglican, 
Catholic, Lutheran and Seventh Day Adventist Churches, the Salvation 
Army, the Union of Progressive Judaism, the Federation of Australian 
Buddhist Councils, the Hindu Council of Australia, and the Sikh Council 
of Australia.  

3.31 In addition to the participation of these organisations, the Committee 
received written responses from a range of other religious organisations, 
including Quakers Australia, the Chinese Methodist Church in Australia, 
the Episcopal Assembly for Oceania and the Rabbinical Council of 
Victoria.  

3.32 The religious representatives who spoke to the Committee at the public 
hearing held a range of views about the nature of marriage and of the 
passage of the two Bills. A common view held by all the participants was 
that marriage has a spiritual component in addition to it being a social or 
legal contract between two people. The views diverged, however, when it 
came to same-sex marriage. 

3.33 Reverend Dr Michael Semmler, President of the Lutheran Church of 
Australia, strongly supported the separation of church and state, saying 
that Lutherans ‘do not want to interfere with the government ordering 
society’, but urged the government to ‘preserve the uniqueness of the 
husband/wife – the male/female – in marriage’.25 

 

23  Professor Andrew Lynch, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 15. 
24  Australian Constitution, s 116. 
25  Reverend Dr Michael Semmler, President of the Church, Lutheran Church of Australia, 

Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 3. 
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Religious values  
The following comments are drawn from written and survey responses received by 
the Committee. 
 
• [My photos of same‐sex couples who have been togetherfor more than 8.7 years 

include] people of different religions – so far I have taken photos in a Buddhist 
temple, a Jewish synagogue and a Church. And many others who are committed 
to their religion and spirituality. 4.23pm, 29 March 

• Our culture is based on the Christian religion and God loves both men and 
women. 12:50, 20 April 

• Marriage is deeply held by a large proportion of the population for cultural and 
religious reasons. 23:13, 9 April  

• Marriage regulation should not be the exclusive right of religious groups. I am a 
religious person, and had a church marriage, but I believe those of other 
persuasions should also have the right to publicly affirm their commitment to 
another person. 12:11, 20 April 

• Marriage should be a civil right in Australia for all who choose it.  Religion is a 
choice and people should be free to follow the religious teachings of their choice 
it has nothing to do with a person’s right to marriage. 1:13, 10 April 

• Marriage has always been defined by our society and by the religions of many of 
our citizens and their ancestors as between a man and a woman. 23:27, 12 April 

• I believe that marriage is a covenant relationship that is recognised according to 
Christian beliefs and values. 11:57, 20 April 

• In a country that holds separation of church & state in high regard, and wishes to 
maintain a respectful position on human rights, there is no reason to treat same‐
sex couples as inferior citizens. 17:05, 16 March 

• On religious grounds, I believe that a same‐sex union should not be called a 
marriage. 10:46, 30 April 

3.34 According to Professor Nihal Singh Agar, marriage within the Hindu 
religion ‘is between a man and a woman for progeny and for their 
spiritual growth’.26 Similarly, Mr Bawa Singh Jagdev stated that according 
to the Sikh religion, marriage ‘unites a man and a woman for the purpose 
of procreation and raising children in a caring and loving family 
environment’.27 

 

26  Professor Nihal Singh Agar, Chairman, Hindu Council of Australia, Committee Hansard, 
Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 2.  

27  Mr Bawa Singh Jagdev, Secretary, Sikh Council of Australia Inc, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 
April 2012, p. 2. 
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3.35 Representatives of the Salvation Army and the Anglican, Catholic and 
Seventh Day Adventist Churches all held marriage to be a spiritual and 
social joining of a man and a woman to the exclusion of all others.28 

3.36 Conversely, Mr Steve Denenberg from the Union for Progressive Judaism 
supported the bills and took the position that ‘it is time for our society to 
move on’.29 Similarly, Venerable Bhante Sujato from the Federation of 
Australian Buddhist Councils said that ‘the overwhelming response of the 
Buddhist community has been supporting marriage equality’.30 

3.37 It was made apparent to the Committee that even within faith-based 
organisations, there is often a wide range of divergent beliefs and values 
on the question of the recognition of same sex marriage. The Uniting 
Church in Australia acknowledged this diversity, stating that: 

There is a great diversity of opinion amongst our Church 
members, derived from the different ways in which people 
understand the Bible and their own Christian faith.31 

3.38 While some Christian churches are adamant that marriage is a lifelong 
union solely between a man and a woman, others support marriage 
equality for same-sex partners. Reverend Greg Smith from the 
Metropolitan Community Church Sydney, said that: 

We at MCC Sydney strongly believe in the holy rite of marriage 
for all couples ... Practicing the rite of holy matrimony for same sex 
couples is as much a part of our faith as is practicing the rite of 
holy matrimony for opposite sex couples.32 

3.39 Different attitudes arise from different values placed on, or interpretations 
of, religious texts. For example, while the Rabbinical Council of Victoria 
does not support the bills on the basis that the Torah’s ‘conception of 
marriage is a covenantal relationship between men and women’, the 
Union of Progressive Judaism considers ‘that the behaviour of people has 
to reflect both modern values as well as the eternal values that we have 
from the Torah’.33 

28  See Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, pp. 2–4. 
29  Mr Steve Denenberg, Executive Director, Union for Progressive Judaism, Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 2. 
30  Venerable Bhante Sujato, Monastic Sangha Representative, Federation of Australian Buddhist 

Councils, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 2. 
31  UnitingJustice Australia, Submission 42, p. 3. 
32  Quoted in Mr Khan, Submission 32, p. 33. 
33  Mr Denenberg, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 2. 
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Equality  
The following comments are drawn from written and survey responses received by 
the Committee. 
 
• All Australian citizens should be treated equally ‐ no matter what race, religion, 

colour or sexual orientation. 12:25, 20 April 
• Same sex couples already have all [the] rights of a married couple enshrined in 

law and this is equitable and just. 01:04, 27 March 
• Our values as a country are based on acceptance and a "fair go". 12:14, 20 April  
• I believe that same sex relationships already have adequate recognition under 

current laws, and that same sex couples already have the same legal rights as de 
facto couples and married couples. There is no reason to change the definition 
of marriage from what it has always been. 7:49, 15 April 

• Australians have come from all creeds, classes and cultures. We are a country 
that prides ourselves on a fair go, which is another way of saying an equal 
opportunity for all. 11:22, 20 April 

• Marriage equality is about human rights. Same‐sex couples should have the 
same right to marry as other couples. And besides, I think everyone has 
forgotten, this is just about love. And commitment. 11:13, 17 March 

• I believe that same sex couples in committed relationships deserve the same 
legal rights as de facto or married couples, however I object to it being marriage. 
9:21, 28 March 

• All people should be treated equally before the law. 11:22, 20 April 
• If it is true that the same legal rights are provided to same‐sex couples as they 

are to married couples then the argument is over the definition of a term. I see 
no reason to redefine a long‐standing term. 11:18, 20 April 

• All Australians deserve equal rights to love, marriage and family. 11:50, 
27 March 

• Why would marriage not be for all? 11:35, 20 April 
 

Equality 

3.40 In addition to the separation of church and state, Australia prides itself on 
its ‘fair go’ attitude and respect for equal rights. This was reflected in 
comments made by legal advocates and religious organisations.  
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3.41 The Castan Centre for Human Rights referred to ‘the basic Australian 
ethos of a “fair go” for all’34 and PFLAG called Australia ‘the land of 
giving everyone a “fair go”’.35  

3.42 Liberty Victoria noted that: 

Australia was once a leader in the protection of human rights, and 
in the valuing of a fair go for all, which is at the very foundation of 
human rights.36  

3.43 Auxiliary Bishop Julian Porteous, Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney, 
observed that: 

… in Australia … we are very strong about human rights, and that 
is one of our great traditions, and our Constitution and so forth 
supports it. I would fully support, obviously, the protection of 
rights.37  

3.44 As discussed in Chapter 2, Commonwealth and state and territory 
legislation has extended married rights to de facto couples, including 
same-sex couples. The vast majority of respondents to the inquiry were 
supportive of equal legal status for de facto relationships.  

3.45 The ACL stated that: 

Non-discrimination against same-sex couples is exactly what 
Federal Parliament achieved in 2008 when over 80 pieces of 
legislation were amended by a bipartisan majority. Homosexual 
couples now enjoy effective equality with married couples in 
every way short of marriage.38  

Moreover, in their evidence given at the public hearing, the ACL stated 
that: 

… we supported that [legislation] because we believe there should 
be no substantive discrimination.39  

 

34  Castan Centre, Submission 40, p. 3. 
35  PFALG, Submission 7, p. 3. 
36  Liberty Victoria Submission 34, p. 3.  
37  Auxiliary Bishop Julian Porteous, Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 

12 April 2012, p. 12. 
38  Australian Marriage Forum, Submission 37, p. 4. 
39  Mr Jim Wallace, Managing Director, ACL, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 38. 
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3.46 The Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney similarly supported such 
legislation.40 Bishop Robert Forsyth told the Committee: 

I am not saying there should not be committed, even legally 
authorised gay relationship matters. I am simply saying calling the 
two realities by the same name is confusing and it does affect what 
marriage means. I would not mind a thing called ‘gay marriage’.41  

3.47 In contrast, the Committee heard from other organisations who said that 
legislative reforms to remove discrimination against same-sex de facto 
couples may have achieved fairness, but not equality, and that banning 
same-sex couples from taking the further step of marriage creates a two-
tier relationship system.  

3.48 The Australian Human Rights Commission stated that: 

The principle of equality requires that any formal relationship 
recognition available under federal law to opposite-sex couples 
should also be available to same-sex couples. This includes civil 
marriage.42  

3.49 The AME noted that some people of faith support marriage equality: 

 It is because they value fairness; it is because they value the power 
of love, and it is because they value the importance of equality.43  

3.50 UnitingJustice declared that: 

… no person in our society should be denied the rights and 
benefits afforded by the state to others in equivalent situations, 
based on their sexuality or their involvement in a committed 
same-sex relationship.44 

3.51 Professor George Williams noted that: 

… nothing competes with marriage for its iconic status, the 
symbolism that it contains within our society. I am not sure it 
would be possible to set up a different way of recognising a 
relationship that could be seen within the eyes of the broader 
community as being of equivalence. Of course, that is what it is 

 

40  Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney, Submission 11, p. 5.  
41  Bishop Robert Forsyth, Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 

April 2012, p. 6.  
42  Australian Human Rights Commission, Submission 10, p. 4. 
43  Mr Alex Greenwich, National Convenor, AME, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, 

p. 59. See also AME, Submission 30, Attachments 8 and 9. 
44  UnitingJustice Australia, Submission 42, p. 3 
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about. It is about an equality and equivalence. I think even in 
countries where they have had [relationship] registration schemes 
it has not prevented the debate moving onto a marriage debate as 
it has here.45 

3.52 UnitingJustice stated that without equal access to marriage, same-sex 
relationships may be seen as less significant than heterosexual 
relationships:  

Without acknowledgement of same-sex relationships under the 
Marriage Act, there runs the very real risk of viewing same-sex 
relationships as somehow inferior to opposite-sex relationships.46  

3.53 The Gay and Lesbian Rights Lobby added that: 

Marriage offers symbolic as well as legal recognition. Relationship 
‘apartheid’, where couples are granted equal rights but different 
status promotes a cultural hierarchy of relationships. Whilst legal 
entitlements between de facto and married couples are virtually 
the same, the absence of marriage places same-sex relationships as 
‘inferior’ or ‘lesser than’ heterosexual married couples.47 

3.54 According to the Australian Human Rights Commission: 

We do hold a very genuine concern that anything that publicly 
legitimises discrimination of any kind does play to a feeling, in 
some sections of our community, that these relationships are 
second class and therefore the people can be treated with less 
respect.48  

3.55 The Public Interest Advocacy Centre submitted: 

To some extent, by failing to provide equal recognition of 
committed same-sex relationships, it might even reinforce the 
notion that committed relationships between heterosexual and 
homosexual couples are not equal.49  

3.56 It was submitted by Gilbert + Tobin Centre for Public Law that although 
same-sex couples have the same legal rights as any de facto couple, 
‘heterosexual couples are able to have their relationship formally 
recognised under law by taking the deliberate step of marriage, [but] this 

45  Professor George Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 20. 
46  UnitingJustice Australia, Submission 42, p. 5.  
47  Gay and Lesbian Rights Lobby, Submission 8, p. 12. 
48  Ms Catherine Branson, President, Australian Human Rights Commission, Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 43. 
49  Public Interest Advocacy Centre, Submission 9, p. 7. 
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is not an option open to same-sex couples’.50 Professor Andrew Lynch 
elaborated that this ‘then means that there are legal disabilities associated 
with same-sex couples because they do not have that ability to choose 
between a de facto status and married status’.51 

3.57 Australian Marriage Equality argued that: 

… same-sex partners are not equal under the law if they are 
excluded from the legal rights and responsibilities which flow 
from and are associated with marriage.52 

3.58 The Defence Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Intersex 
Information Service provided many examples of the inability to marry 
negatively affecting Australian Defence Personnel because de facto 
recognition is not sufficient for accessing Defence family benefits, such as 
those attached to overseas postings.53  

3.59 Mr Alex Greenwich, National Convenor of Australian Marriage Equality, 
told the Committee about his impending marriage: 

This is a celebration that I am really looking forward to. I 
unfortunately have to go overseas to marry my partner. I have to 
go to another country to give me more rights than the country that 
I am a citizen of.54 

3.60 Venerable Sujato asked simply: ‘Why marriage. Why not civil union? 
Because marriage really means something to people.’55  

Acceptance 

3.61 Throughout the course of the inquiry, the Committee heard much about 
the symbolic significance of marriage equality to the social and family 
acceptance of same-sex couples. 

3.62 Ms Shelley Argent, a mother of a gay son said: 

It is about inclusion. It is not necessarily about the wedding 
ceremony. It is about what that piece of paper represents. It is the 

50  Gilbert + Tobin Centre of Public Law, Submission 2, p. 1. 
51  Professor Lynch, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 15. 
52  AME, Submission 30, p. 18. 
53  See DEFGLIS, Submission 25.  
54  Mr Greenwich, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 48. 
55  Venerable Sujato, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 9. 
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symbolism. That piece of paper would tell my son and the rest that 
his relationship was equal. And it is equal.56  

3.63 The Union for Progressive Judaism noted that: 

What we do find of the gay groups within our movement is that 
they feel they have been excluded, possibly for centuries. 
Homophobia has been prevalent in our society, so when we have 
offered same-sex commitment ceremonies for many of them it is 
insufficient.57  

3.64 Australian Marriage Equality fears that: 

… the negative messages sent out by discrimination in marriage 
foster prejudice, discrimination and unequal treatment against 
same-sex relationships in the wider community.58  

3.65 Professor Phelps noted that: 

Amending the Marriage Act for equality is not going to solve this 
problem overnight, but it is a hugely symbolic gesture towards 
saying that we respect you, we respect the fact that you may form 
a relationship with somebody of either the opposite gender or the 
same gender and, regardless of that, you can aspire to having a 
loving, lifelong, committed marriage at some point in your future, 
should you choose to do so.59  

3.66 PFLAG concluded: 

… what marriage equality will do is remove the feeling from our 
sons and daughters that they are seen as second rate citizens with 
second rate relationships and provide them with the same rights, 
responsibilities, privileges and choices as their siblings, colleagues 
and society generally which is the right to have their relationships 
legally celebrated and recognised in their home country.60  

56  Ms Shelley Argent, National Spokesperson, PFLAG, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, 
p. 57. 

57  Mr Denenberg, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 7 
58  AME, Submission 30, p. 19. 
59  Professor Phelps, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 62. 
60  PGLAF, Submission 7, p. 4. 
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Responses  

3.67 In addition to the evidence received at the Sydney public hearing and the 
42 written statements published on the inquiry website, the Committee 
received a large number of responses via email and post and through the 
online survey. 

3.68 The online survey was established to provide a simple means for the 
public to engage with the inquiry, especially those who wished to remain 
anonymous. It is also provided a viable means to collate and record 
responses, as the Committee had anticipated a very large response that 
could not have been processed in the usual way by existing staff resources. 

3.69 The online survey was not a statistically valid, random poll. Respondents 
were self-selected, in that they chose to participate if they wished. It was 
also anonymous, so it cannot be ascertained whether it is truly a 
representative sample of the broadly-held views of Australians.  

3.70 The Committee accepts that some respondents may have completed the 
survey more than once in order to ‘boost the numbers’. However, the data 
was able to be checked for responses from duplicate or invalid email 
addresses as well as for multiple responses at one time from the same IP 
address. This occurred with those who supported the bills and those who 
opposed them, but at such an insignificant rate (4.4 per cent) as to have 
little effect on the overall numbers.  

3.71 The anonymous online survey received 276 437 responses, the majority of 
which were supportive of the bills. When asked about the specific bills, 64 
per cent of the respondents supported the Marriage Equality Amendment 
Bill 2012 (the Bandt/Wilkie Bill), and 60 per cent supported the Marriage 
Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones Bill).  

 

Table 1 Support for the bills 
 Support Don’t support
Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012  
(Mr Bandt and Mr Wilkie) 64.0% 36.0%

Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (Mr Jones) 60.5% 39.5%
Please note that the results are not statistically significant. There is an insignificant rate of duplication of approximately 
4.4% (3.6% for ‘agree’ responses and 0.8% for ‘disagree’ responses) of the responses.  
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3.72 In response to specific elements of the proposed amendments, 177 663 
people supported the legalisation of same-sex marriage in Australia 
whereas 98 164 people opposed and 610 people were unsure. A similar 
number, 177 035, supported the legal recognition in Australia of same-sex 
marriages performed overseas, whereas 94 449 people did not agree and 
4 953 were unsure. Only 37 252 people disagreed that religious ministers 
should not be obliged to perform same-sex marriage, while 24 786 were 
unsure.  

 

Table 2 Responses to proposed amendments 

 Agree Disagree Not sure Total

The law should be changed to legalise same 
sex marriages in Australia 177 663 98 164 610 276 437

Same sex marriages performed in foreign 
countries should be recognised in Australia 177 035 94 449 4953 276 437

Authorised celebrants, being ministers of 
religion, should not be obliged to perform 
same sex marriages. (Note: authorised 
celebrants, being ministers of religion, are 
not currently obliged to perform any 
marriage) 

214 399 37 252 24 786 276 437

Please note that the results are not statistically significant. There is an insignificant rate of duplication of approximately 
4.4% (3.6% for ‘agree’ responses and 0.8% for ‘disagree’ responses) of the responses. 

 

3.73 The online survey elicited 213 524 general comments and 86 991 comments 
about the legal or technical aspects of the bills.  

3.74 Of the 2 353 emailed and posted responses, 142 were in support of the 
Jones and Bandt/Wilkie Bills, and 2 211 were against. A large number of 
those responses were form letters in support of or in opposition to the 
bills.  

3.75 The Committee thanks the public for their contribution to the inquiry. 
Many people provided personal stories about their marriages, 
relationships and families to the Committee in person or in writing. 
Others talked about faith and soul-searching. Some provided 
comprehensive research papers.  

3.76 Notwithstanding that the survey was anonymous, the number of 
responses was the largest received in the history of federal parliamentary 
committees, thus representing very high community engagement with this 
issue. It demonstrates that this topic goes to the heart of so many people’s 
beliefs and values about family, marriage, religion and equality. 
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4 
Legal issues 

4.1 This chapter considers the power of the Australian Parliament to make 
laws in relation to marriage, and then examines the amendments 
proposed in each bill against the objectives of the bill.  

4.2 In this chapter the report makes comment on the text of each bill, 
specifically in regard to how effectively the bill may achieve its stated 
purpose.  

Marriage power 

4.3 Section 51 of the Constitution gives Parliament the power to make laws 
with respect to marriage. It is not clear, however, if this power includes 
the power to make laws with respect to same-sex marriage.1  

4.4 Parliament does not have the power to define the term marriage; only the 
High Court can define the word ‘marriage’ as used in the Constitution and 
interpret the Section 51 power to make laws with respect to marriage.2 
Parliament can pass legislation with a provision that defines marriage, but 
the High Court is the authority that determines if that provision is 
consistent with the Constitutional definition, in accordance with the 
doctrine that ‘the stream cannot rise above its source’.3 

4.5 Australia’s constitutional system allows for Parliament to pass legislation 
that it believes it has the power to do so, and for the legislation to be 
challenged subsequently in the High Court, should its constitutionality be 

 

1  Law Council of Australia (LCA), Submission 22, p. 9.  
2  Gilbert + Tobin  Centre of Public Law (G+T), Submission 2, p. 2; Lawyers for the Preservation 

of the Definition of Marriage (LPDM), Submission 9, p. 3; LCA, Submission 22, p. 10. 
3  Professor George Williams, Private briefing, Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 13. 
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in question. However, a challenge can only be taken to the High Court 
once a law is passed, not before.4 

4.6 The process of Parliament passing legislation that is then challenged in the 
High Court is not an uncommon occurrence, and is at the heart of 
Australia’s democracy and constitutional system of separation of powers.  

4.7 Thus far the High Court has not defined marriage or the limits of 
Commonwealth power to legislate in respect to marriage. The 2004 
amendment to the Marriage Act included a provision which defined 
marriage so narrowly that there was no basis for a challenge.5 

4.8 Legal pronouncements have been made both in support of and in 
opposition to the possibility of the High Court defining marriage to 
include same-sex couples. Some insist that the meaning of marriage in 
1901 when the Constitution was enacted must remain the meaning in 
perpetuity to reflect the intentions of the drafters of the Constitution; 
others point to High Court precedents where the evolving nature of 
society has been taken into account.6  

4.9 Should the High Court subsequently define marriage to include same-sex 
marriage, then it is likely that the High Court would consider it within 
Parliament’s power to make laws with respect to same-sex marriage. If the 
High Court retains the original meaning of marriage, it is possible that the 
High Court would consider that Parliament’s power to make law with 
respect to marriage does not extend to same-sex marriages.  

4.10 However, it is not certain how the High Court would approach the issue. 
As Mr Rocher, of the Lawyers for the Preservation of the Definition of 
Marriage, noted, ‘Nothing in the High Court is a certainty.’7 Professor 
George Williams elaborated that: 

[The outcome] would depend upon when it goes to the [High 
C]ourt given that there are four appointments—the majority of the 
court—over the coming years and, if nothing else, it will depend 
upon who those people are and on how they approach the matter. 

… 

The simplest way is for the Parliament to pass legislation that it 
believes has a reasonable chance of passing through the High 

 

4  Professor Williams, Private briefing, Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 7. 
5  Professor Williams, Private briefing, Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 13. 
6  G+T, Submission 2, p. 3; LCA, Submission 22, p. 9.  
7  Mr Neville Rochow, LPDM, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 16.  
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Court. If that proves to be incorrect, then matters are taken into 
hand.8 

4.11 The Law Council of Australia submitted that it ‘considers that there is 
sufficient scope for the Committee to proceed to examine draft legislation 
on the basis that the Commonwealth Parliament has such power’.9  

4.12 The report notes the debate regarding the Commonwealth Parliament’s 
power to enact the changes as proposed in these bills. The report is 
satisfied that this debate is not central to its inquiry into the two bills or to 
the consideration of the bills in Parliament. Rightly, arbitration on the 
powers of Parliament can only take place in the High Court in the event of 
the enactment of either bill. 

Provisions of the bills 

4.13 For practical purposes, it may be desirable for the proponents of the two 
bills to discuss agreeing on the text of a single bill for the Parliament to 
consider. However, for the purposes of this report, the Committee has 
considered the two bills referred to it, and has made comments on the 
texts of these bills. 

Objects 
4.14 The object of the Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 (the Jones Bill) is to 

‘amend the Marriage Act 1961 to ensure equal access to marriage for all 
adult couples irrespective of sex who have a mutual commitment to a 
shared life.’ 

4.15 The Law Council of Australia pointed out that the word ‘adult’ should be 
removed to avoid any confusion, as: 

Part II of the Marriage Act allows people under the age of 18 to 
marry in certain circumstances. Including the word ‘adult’ in the 
objects clause leads to inconsistency with Part II.10 

 

8  Professor Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 16. 
9  LCA, Submission 22, p. 10. 
10  LCA, Submission 22, p. 10. 
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4.16 The objects of the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 (the 
Bandt/Wilkie Bill) are: 

 to remove from the Marriage Act 1961 discrimination against 
people on the basis of their sex, sexual orientation and gender 
identity;  

 to recognise that freedom of sexual orientation and gender 
identity are fundamental human rights; and 

 to promote acceptance and the celebration of diversity. 

4.17 Although several submissions supported the Bandt/Wilkie Bill, the 
Committee also heard several objections to the wording of the objects of 
the Bandt/Wilkie Bill.11 Mr Frederick Brohier, from the Lawyers for the 
Preservation of the Definition of Marriage, told the Committee that 
‘Parliament should think very carefully about the objects as expressed in 
Mr Bandt’s bill’.12 

4.18 FamilyVoice Australia argued that: 

… the claim that ‘freedom of sexual orientation and gender 
identity are fundamental human rights’ is not recognised in any 
declaration or convention adopted by the United Nations. 

4.19 The Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney prefers the object in the Jones Bill, 
pointing out that although the second object of the Bandt/Wilkie Bill 
purports to recognise human rights: 

…there is no provision in the bill recognising freedom of sexual 
orientation and gender identity as fundamental human rights.13  

The Anglican Church also challenged the third object regarding the 
celebration of diversity: 

Such an object may be appropriate in the context of anti-
discrimination legislation but not for a bill to amend the definition 
of marriage. It is not immediately apparent how objects expressed 
in such loose terms could affect the construction of the substantive 
provisions of the Bill. However their retention may give rise to an 
unintended interpretation of the substantive provisions in view of 
section 15AA of the Acts Interpretation Act 1901 (Cth) which 
requires that in interpreting a provision of an Act, the 

 

11  For example, Australian Psychological Society, Submission 39; Gay and Lesbian Rights Lobby, 
Submission 8; UnitingJustice Australia, Submission 42; Australian Human Rights Commission, 
Submission 10. 

12  Mr Frederick Brohier, LPDM, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 22. 
13  Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney (Anglican Church), Submission 11, p. 5. 
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interpretation that would best achieve the purpose or object of the 
Act is to be preferred to each other interpretation.14 

4.20 Australian Marriage Equality (AME) suggested that in addition to 
protecting the rights of same-sex couples, the objects should include 
reference to ‘the benefits of marriage equality for the families of same-sex 
partners and for society’.15 

4.21 Regardless of divisions of opinion on the desirability of the various 
objects, the text and objects of each bill should be assessed as to how 
effectively it achieves the purpose of that bill. I  

Subsection 5(1) (definition of marriage) 
4.22 The Bandt/Wilkie Bill proposes that the words ‘a man and a woman’ in 

the definition of marriage in the Marriage Act 1961 (Cth) (the Marriage Act) 
be replaced with ‘two people, regardless of their sex, sexual orientation or 
gender identity’. 

4.23 The Jones Bill proposes that the words ‘a man and a woman’ in the 
definition of marriage in the Marriage Act be replaced with ‘two people, 
regardless of their sex’. 

4.24 While both definitions seek to enable same-sex couples to marry, the 
report notes that there are differences regarding the most appropriate 
wording. 

4.25 The Law Council of Australia stated that: 

… the phrase ‘regardless of their sex’ may be too narrow to 
achieve marriage equality for same-sex couples as the reference to 
‘sex’ in this context may not encompass all people who consider 
themselves part of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex 
(LGBTI) community. Other concepts associated with gender or 
sexual orientation may be more inclusive of members of the LGBTI 
community.16 

4.26 New South Wales MLA the Hon. Trevor Khan submitted that:  

In my view, any Bill that seeks to amend s. 5 (1) of the Marriage 
Act 1961 must not only refer to same sex-couples, but to sexual 

 

14  Anglican Church, Submission 11, p. 5. 
15  Australian Marriage Equality (AME), Submission 30, p. 72. 
16  LCA, Submission 22, p. 11. 
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orientation and gender identity, so as to remove any doubt that 
transgender and intersex people are caught by the amendment.17 

4.27 The Australian Human Rights Commission advised that ‘we support each 
bill but we prefer the wider of the definitions.’18 

4.28 AME also noted that ‘the longer definition makes it clear that 
discrimination on the additional grounds of sexual orientation and gender 
identity are as unacceptable as discrimination on the grounds of sex.’19  

4.29 TransGender Victoria expressed preference for the definition in the 
Bandt/Wilkie Bill: 

… due to the inclusion of the words ‘sex, sexual orientation or 
gender identity’ as distinct from simply ‘sex.’ We would note, 
however, that we would prefer [the Jones Bill] be passed than 
neither bill be passed.20 

4.30 However, legal opinion suggested by Gilbert + Tobin Centre of Public 
Law that the words ‘regardless of sex’ would cover people of any sexual 
orientation or gender identity. They submitted that this wording ‘is clearly 
sufficient to provide for same-sex marriage and it is not apparent that any 
material difference is made’ by the longer definition in the Bandt/Wilkie 
Bill.21 

4.31 Professor Williams advised the Committee that he prefers the ‘simplicity’ 
of the definition in the Jones Bill, which he considers ‘is extremely broad, 
and the courts would see that’.22 He elaborated: 

I think that you could go long form and try and set out all the 
different ways in which people are described, [but this] is 
problematic because even if you adopt ‘gender identity’, ‘sexual 
orientation’ and ‘regardless of sex’, perhaps in the future there are 
other ways in which we understand what it means to be a 
person.23 

17  The Hon. Mr Trevor Khan, Submission 32, p. 3. 
18  Ms Catherine Branson, President, Australian Human Rights Commission, Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 42. 
19  AME, Submission 30, p. 73. 
20  TransGender Victoria, Submission 20, p. 2.  
21  G+T, Submission 2, p. 2.  
22  Professor Williams, Private briefing , Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 15. 
23  Professor Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 19. 
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4.32 Professor Williams then went on to support the even simpler definition of 
a ‘union of two people’.24  

4.33 The Law Council of Australia noted that in Canada the definition of 
marriage does not refer to sex at all, simply referring to ‘two persons’.25 
They stated that:  

… the phrase “regardless of sex, sexual orientation and gender 
identity” may need to be defined given that these concepts do not 
appear to be settled.26 

4.34 Given the intention of the bills, Professor Williams opined that ‘it is 
problematic that we seek to remove discrimination while still putting in 
indicators of that, even if it is meant to be in a positive way’27 and that ‘it 
runs a little perversely against the intention of having equality in the 
space’.28 

4.35 Liberty Victoria considers that the phrase ‘regardless of their sex, sexual 
orientation or gender identify’ is not required in the definition of marriage 
and could instead be inserted in a definition of the word ‘people’: 

While fervently agreeing with the sentiment it expresses, in 
Liberty’s view the statement of non-discrimination would be 
better located as a separate subsection of the definitions section, 
leaving the marriage definition simple, and placing the non-
discrimination phrase at a more general level.29 

4.36 The report notes concerns raised that the definition of marriage as 
proposed in these bills may not encompass transgender or intersex people, 
or those with non-typical sex chromosomes. As the objects of both bills 
clearly seek to remove discrimination in the Marriage Act and provide 
inclusiveness, it is important that the proposed amendments do not 
inadvertently fall short of removing discrimination against all couples 
who wish to marry and are eligible to do so under the other sections of the 
Marriage Act (for example, meeting the eligibility criteria of age, not being 
married, having provided a valid notice of an intention to marry). 

24  Professor Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 19. 
25  LCA, Submission 22, p. 15. 
26  LCA, Submission 22, p. 15. 
27  Professor Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 19. 
28  Professor Williams, Private briefing, Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 15. 
29  Liberty Victoria, Submission 34, p. 6. 
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4.37 The evidence tendered above by legal organisations suggests that it is 
preferable to avoid placing limitations on the meaning of ‘people’ in terms 
of sex, sexual orientation or gender identity in the definition of marriage.  

Section 47 (ministers of religion not bound to solemnise marriage) 
4.38 Australia’s Constitution provides for freedom of religious practice. This is 

reflected in the Marriage Act, which specifies in Section 47 that ministers 
of religion, who are celebrants, are not bound to solemnise any marriage. 
That is, ministers of religion may refuse to solemnise a marriage that does 
not comply with that particular religion’s prerequisites for marriage. 

4.39 Professor Williams advised: 

That is the nature of religious freedom in this particular space—
particularly when it comes to marriage, it is recognised that 
marriage goes to the heart of many religious faiths. To require 
them to be involved in marriages which may go against those 
faiths is not appropriate. It also arguably breaches the 
Constitution. Section 116 says that the federal parliament cannot 
breach the free exercise of any religion.30  

4.40 The Committee received overwhelming support for Section 47 to apply to 
same-sex marriages should such legislation be enacted. In the online 
survey, more than 200 000 people indicated that they support this 
exemption. 

4.41 Metropolitan Community Church Sydney stated that: 

MCC Sydney supports the freedom of religion for all faiths. … 
Some Christian churches only marry those who are members of 
their church. Some Christian churches will marry people who 
have been divorced while others will not. If legal, some Christian 
churches will marry same-sex couples while others will choose not 
to. MCC Sydney supports the rights of all churches to practise 
their faith according to their own [conscience].31 

4.42 AME reported that a number of clergy support same-sex marriage, who 
have noted that: 

While the issue of same-sex marriage is supported by some 
churches and opposed by others, one area that all churches would 
agree on is that religious ministers should be under no obligation 

 

30  Professor Williams, Private briefing, Canberra, 22 March 2012, p. 8. 
31  Mr Khan, Submission 32, p. 33.  
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to perform same-sex marriages if it does not accord with the 
doctrines of their faith.32 

4.43 AME stated that ‘if religious bodies wish to retain an exclusive definition 
of religious marriage they have that right’.33 

4.44 The Association of Australian Christadelphian Ecclesias submitted that: 

We appreciate the provision of Section 47 of the Act which allows 
our marriage celebrants, as ministers of religion, to exercise their 
individual conscience in accepting or declining to solemnise the 
marriage of any couple. We firmly believe and uphold that the 
Bible teaches scriptural marriage is only between a man and 
woman for life and our marriage celebrants will continue to 
conduct our ceremonies on that basis. … We request that the clear 
intent of Section 47 in its current form be preserved.34  

4.45 Both bills intend for this provision to continue should same-sex marriage 
be legalised. The Jones Bill proposes the insertion of a clause specifically 
releasing ministers of religion from being obliged to perform same-sex 
marriage; whereas the Bandt/Wilkie Bill includes a note on application to 
emphasise that Section 47 would apply to same-sex marriages. The 
Bandt/Wilkie Bill also proposes to extend the protections in Section 47 to 
‘any other law’.  

4.46 UnitingJustice noted that both bills ‘provide model clauses that effectively 
balance the rights associated with freedom of religion with the rights of 
non-discrimination and equality.’35 

4.47 Gilbert + Tobin Centre of Public Law advised that: 

… section 47 already provides that religious ministers can refuse 
to solemnise any particular marriage. However, being as explicit 
as the Bill on this point in the context of same-sex marriage may be 
desirable, particularly given the Constitution’s guarantee in 
section 116 that the Commonwealth cannot limit the free exercise 
of religion.36 

 

32  AME, Submission 30, Attachment 9, p. 1. 
33  AME, Submission 30, p. 37. 
34  Association of Australian Christadelphian Ecclesias, Submission 41, p. 1.  
35  UnitingJustice Australia, Submission 42, p. 6. 
36  G+T, Submission 2, p. 6. 
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4.48 Professor Williams added, ‘I do not have a problem with section 47 being 
extended to make it clear to people that it is indeed the case. But as to 
whether it is a legal necessity, it is not.’37 

4.49 The Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney prefers that the bills:  

… provide for the insertion of the words ‘or any other law’ in 
section 47 of the Marriage Act 1961 following the words ‘Nothing 
in this Part’ to make it clear that there is no other source of legal 
obligation (such as anti-discrimination or equality laws) for a 
minister of religion to solemnise a marriage involving a same-sex 
couple.38 

4.50 However, it is noted that inserting a specific reference to same-sex 
marriages to a provision that already covers any marriage, only serves to 
highlight the very discrimination that is being legislated against. For this 
reason, AME prefers the Bandt/Wilkie Bill: 

… both Bills still seek to allay outstanding concerns about the 
freedom of religious celebrants not to marry same-sex couples 
should either Bill become law. Australian Marriage Equality 
supports provisions which make it clear that religious celebrants 
will be under no obligation to marry same-sex couples, should it 
be against their doctrine, values or wishes … [but] our preference 
is for the relevant provision in the [Bandt/Wilkie] Bill. It reinforces 
the religious freedom inherent in s47 without singling out same-
sex marriages. The relevant provision of the [Jones] Bill does single 
out same-sex marriages. This suggests that same-sex marriages are 
somehow different to, or less acceptable than, other marriages 
which religious celebrants may be disinclined to solemnise, such 
as marriages between divorcees or marriages between people of 
different faiths or no faith. It also suggests there is special 
repugnance to same-sex marriages among people of faith which is 
not the case for most Australian Christians, as polls we have cited 
show.39 

4.51 Liberty Victoria goes further in its objection to both bills’ reassurance that 
Section 47 would apply to same-sex marriages: 

Liberty … does not endorse adding, as the [Bandt/Wilkie and 
Jones] Bills seek to do, a special section to emphasize, in relation to 
same-sex couples, what s.47 already does in relation to other 

 

37  Professor Williams, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 23. 
38  Anglican Church, Submission 11, p. 7. 
39  AME, Submission 30, pp. 74–75. 



LEGAL ISSUES 45 

 

marriages that religious bodies currently refuse to perform, such 
as those involving a divorced person, or a non-member of the faith 
in question. Such unnecessary singling out serves only to leave a 
residual stench of past discrimination, and should be avoided.40 

4.52 The emphasis on same-sex marriages in particular may arise from 
concerns among religious groups that changing the definition of marriage 
might impinge upon their religious freedom. Bishop Forsyth 
acknowledged that ‘there is a lot of fear out there amongst Christians, 
which I think is unrealistic. I do not believe there is any intention’ to 
restrict religious freedom.41 

4.53 Professor Andrew Lynch advised the Committee that such fears are: 

… quite palpable, but section 116 really does provide a very clear 
answer to that … [as it] ensures that the Commonwealth cannot 
impose any religious observance upon people. There is quite a 
clear distinction between talking about marriage recognised in a 
secular way and solemnisation with respect of churches.42 

4.54 Section 47 as it currently stands in the Marriage Act is sufficient to protect 
the religious freedom of ministers of religion when solemnising marriages, 
including same-sex marriages should they be legal.  

4.55 It may be appropriate to insert the words ‘or in any other law’ into 
Section 47, as per the Bandt/Wilkie Bill, to allay any fears that freedom of 
religious conscience might be eroded in future.  

4.56 The provisions in Section 47 should apply to all authorised celebrants and 
not just to ministers of religion, as authorised celebrants are not 
necessarily secular. The Coalition of Celebrants Association asserted that: 

All authorised celebrants registered under Subdivision C of 
Division 1 of Part IV of the [Marriage] Act, irrespective of their 
beliefs, should benefit from this provision. Some civil and 
non-aligned religious celebrants would have difficulty continuing 
in their role if this section is not extended to cover their beliefs.43 

4.57 Engage Celebrants concurred: 

In the same way that religious ministers are able to deny 
ceremonies to those who don’t fit all the requirements of their 

 

40  Liberty Victoria, Submission 34, p. 5. 
41  Bishop Forsyth, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 15.  
42  Professor Andrew Lynch, Committee Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 15.  
43  Coalition of Celebrants Association, Submission 15, p. 2. 
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church, celebrants should be able to choose not to offer their 
services to couples if they feel they cannot fully support that 
couple. In reality it is unlikely to ever be an issue as couples will 
choose a celebrant who they get along with and who can deliver 
their vision of their day. However it is important that legislation is 
enacted to protect celebrants so that we don’t end up with 
nuisance complaints which are purely attention-seeking and 
which could cause damage to the celebrant industry.44 

4.58 The Anglican Church Diocese of Sydney recommended: 

… an extension of the protections in section 47 of the Marriage Act 
1961 to civil celebrants where the marriage to be solemnised is 
between persons of the same sex.45 

4.59 Neither of the bills under scrutiny proposes amendments to the sections of 
the Marriage Act which delineate the categories of authorised celebrants. 
Consequently these issues are outside the scope of this inquiry. However, 
advice from the Attorney-General’s Department notes that: 

While there is no similar provision in the [Marriage] Act for 
authorised celebrants who are not ministers of religion, the 
[Marriage] Act does not impose a positive obligation on such a 
celebrant to solemnise any marriage. An authorised celebrant with 
concerns about whether to solemnise a marriage is entitled not to 
proceed.46 

4.60 Both bills ensure continuation of the existing Section 47 of the Marriage 
Act which provides that ministers of religion are not obliged to solemnise 
any marriage.  

4.61 There is no evidence to suggest that either the approach of the 
Bandt/Wilkie Bill (which relies on the existing Section 47 provisions in the 
Marriage Act) or the approach of the Jones Bill (which reiterates these 
provisions) is preferable. Accordingly, the evidence makes no distinction 
between the bills on these grounds and considers that both adequately 
ensure that ministers of religion are not obliged as celebrants to solemnise 
any marriage, including same-sex marriages should they be legalised.  

 

44  Engage Celebrants, Submission 26, p. 3. 
45  Anglican Church, Submission 11, p. 2. 
46  Attorney-General’s Department, Guidelines on the Marriage Act 1961 for Marriage Celebrants 

2012, p. 99. 
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Section 88EA (recognition of overseas same-sex marriages) 
4.62 Both bills seek to repeal Section 88EA, which was inserted in the Marriage 

Act in 2004 to expressly disallow the recognition in Australia of same-sex 
marriages performed overseas.  

4.63 The Law Council of Australia submitted that it has ‘previously expressed 
concerns … that this section may contravene Australia’s obligations under 
Article 9 of the Hague Convention on the Celebration and Recognition of 
the Validity of Marriages’.47 

4.64 The Gay and Lesbian Rights Lobby claimed that 88EA is a ‘disgraceful 
demonstration of Australia’s discriminatory position on civil marriage 
equality’.48 

4.65 Professor Kerryn Phelps, from Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays, 
told the Committee: 

On a professional level, I see people of all ages all the time saying 
that they feel so discriminated against in Australia that they feel 
compelled, … like me, to travel overseas to formalise in a legal 
sense our partnerships.49 

4.66 Mr Khan provided examples of the experiences of some of his same-sex 
married constituents: 

 When we flew out of Canada bound for our home in Sydney 
we were somehow unmarried somewhere over the ocean; 

 We’re ‘married’ under British law but as soon as we stepped 
out of the Consulate onto Australian soil (where we are citizen 
and live), our contract became null and void.50 

4.67 Given that both bills aim to remove discrimination in the Marriage Act, 
the report considers repealing Section 88EA to be a necessary amendment 
in order to achieve this purpose. Both bills propose repealing this section; 
accordingly the report makes no distinction between the bills on these 
grounds, and considers that both effectively achieve their stated objects.  

 

47  LCA, Submission 22, p. 13. 
48  Gay and Lesbian Rights Lobby, Submission 8, p. 10. 
49  Professor Kerryn Phelps, Representative, Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays, Committee 

Hansard, Sydney, 12 April 2012, p. 49. 
50  Mr Khan, Submission 32, p. 32. 
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Consequential amendments 
4.68 Item 9 of the Bandt/Wilkie Bill notes that the Governor-General may 

make regulations to amend other Acts that are consequential to the 
enactment of the Bandt/Wilkie Bill. 

4.69 Liberty Victoria recommended that this item be included in both bills.51 

4.70 For the bills to effectively achieve their purposes, the need may arise for 
consequential amendments to other Acts. The report notes the inclusion of 
this provision in the Bandt/Wilkie Bill and considers that the same 
inclusion in the Jones Bill would strengthen that bill in achieving its 
objects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

51  Liberty Victoria, Submission 34, p. 5. 



 

5 
In conclusion 

5.1 This was an inquiry held to examine legal and social issues relating to the 
two bills, and the effectiveness of each bill in achieving its stated purpose. 
It was not an inquiry to determine the merits of same-sex marriage. It is 
for the Parliament to determine the passage of the bill and this report aims 
to inform the Parliament in its debate on the text and outcome of each bill.  

5.2 While the intent of both bills is to legalise same-sex marriage, the bills 
feature differences in wording. The report has provided comments in 
regards to the capacity of each bill to achieve its purpose of removing 
discrimination in the Marriage Act 1961 (Cth) and legalising same-sex 
marriage.   

5.3 As the Parliament will debate these bills, the Parliament may wish to note 
the following amendments suggested by the evidence taken during the 
course of the inquiry.  

5.4 The Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 should be amended as 
follows: 

 remove the words ‘regardless of their sex, sexual orientation or gender 
identity’ in the definition in Item 1; and 

 replace the Objects with the words ‘The object of this Act is to amend 
the Marriage Act 1961 to ensure equal access to marriage for all couples 
who have a mutual commitment to a shared life’. 
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5.5 The Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 should be amended as follows: 

 remove the words ‘regardless of their sex’ in the definition in Item 1;  

 remove the word ‘adult’ in the Objects; 

 after ‘Part’, insert ‘or in any other law’ in Section 47;  

 remove Item 3 in Schedule 1; and 

 insert an additional item in Schedule 1 that acknowledges regulations 
may make consequential amendments of Acts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Mr Graham Perrett MP 
Chair 
18 June 2012 
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Additional 
Comments 

Mr Graham Perrett MP, Chair, and Ms Laura 
Smyth MP 

We appreciate the opportunity to hold this inquiry into the Marriage Equality 
Amendment Bill 2012 (the Bandt/Wilkie Bill) and Marriage Amendment Bill 2012 
(the Jones Bill). We are pleased to contribute to the public debate and to provide 
comment to the Parliament prior to its vote on the question of marriage equality.  

Marriage equality has been a topic of discussion for many years now and we 
believe that the conduct of that debate reflects Australia’s tolerant and progressive 
culture. We are grateful to the public for providing input into the inquiry. The 
level of public participation in this inquiry is unprecedented in the history of the 
House of Representatives parliamentary committees. 

We hope that the report and our additional comments will aid the Parliament in 
determining the passage of the bills. The report has examined the proposed 
amendments to the Marriage Act in light of historical changes to that Act affecting 
Indigenous Australians and the appropriate age of consent. These changes 
demonstrate that attitudes to marriage eligibility and equality have evolved with 
changing social attitudes. It is for the Parliament to determine whether to accept 
the current proposed changes. 

While we accept that different types of relationship recognition may be available 
to couples in some Australian jurisdictions, those recognition arrangements are 
limited, inconsistent, and do not equate to marriage in the eyes of most 
Australians.  

We note the particular significance given to marriage by various faith based 
organisations which provided evidence to the inquiry, and the diversity of 
religious views on same–sex marriage equality.  
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However, we also note the expectation of a separation of church and state in 
Australian society. We are satisfied that this is not compromised by the 
amendments proposed in either bill.  

We acknowledge the strength of public interest in the proposals, as demonstrated 
by the volume of public responses to the inquiry. We were moved by the passion 
and intensity of the contributions made by members of the public and 
organisations. As such we have included, at the end of these comments, a broad 
selection of some of the views that members of the Australian community hold, 
drawn from responses to the inquiry. We consider that the inquiry process has 
provided a balanced selection of public responses on issues including the role and 
composition of families, equality and freedom from discrimination.  

Having made significant advances in ensuring equal rights for same sex couples, 
we believe that equal opportunity in marriage is a further progressive step in 
ensuring equal rights in Australian society. Gay and lesbian couples should be 
given the opportunity to have the foundation of their relationships recognised in 
the same way as heterosexual relationships are recognised under the Marriage 
Act.  

The Jones and Bandt / Wilkie Bills will be debated in the House of 
Representatives and all Members of Parliament, including members of the 
Committee, will vote on these bills. In deliberating about these bills we know that 
the Parliament is tasked with a weighty responsibility. Australia is a nation that 
respects the diversity of its citizens. In considering social change and the shape of 
Australia’s future, the Parliament must both lead the nation and appreciate the 
values of a modern nation. 

We commend the Committee Report to the Parliament and ask each Member of 
the Parliament to weigh carefully the views and evidence presented in their 
deliberations on the bills.  

 

 

 

 

 
Mr Graham Perrett MP, Chair   Ms Laura Smyth MP 
18 June 2012     18 June 2012 
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Further comments—Mr Graham Perrett MP 

The Committee received a record number of responses to this inquiry, in the form 
of letters and emails and input into the online survey. I would like to reiterate that 
the online survey was not a poll or ‘vote’ on whether the bills should be passed or 
not. It provided a quick and easy means for a large volume of people to participate 
and make their views known anonymously. Many of the participants chose to 
make comments, and a sample of these is provided below.  

Comments on relationships 
It is in our society’s best interests to foster and support loving, committed relationships. 

Human relationships are not determined by sex or biology, but by the quality of the love, 
trust and care between the participants and their commitment to each other.  

I believe that marriage, as an institution in Australia, is about recognising couples’ 
relationships in the eyes of the state, society, friends and family. 

One of the primary reasons for the development of the institution of marriage was to 
ensure social and economic security by applying formal recognition and thus mutual 
responsibilities to relationships. 

Marriage is a social contract between two adults. In our society it isn’t just a religious 
contract, with it comes duties, obligations, and benefits between the two parties. Our laws 
recognise the unique nature of this status and bestow special conditions on this 
relationship. 

Legal and community recognition that a committed relationship between two people 
(whether opposite or same sex) is important to me. Relationships are important in our 
society as support for one another is required to live life. 

In Australia marriage is the main way that we as a society recognise the importance of 
relationships. 

Making a commitment to a relationship is important and marriage is one way of 
formalising that commitment. 

Marriage is a special relationship between a man and a woman for the raising of children 
in an environment where both genders are represented. A different recognition of same sex 
couples seems more appropriate than redefining a relationship which has been the basis of 
our society for centuries. 
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In my opinion, marriage is the union between two parties that choose to spend the rest of 
their lives together.  

Gay people are already forming life-long relationships and having children together. They 
are in all points of substance no different to straight couples. They (and their children) 
deserve the same legal recognition and protection that marriage provides to straight 
families. 

Marriage is the fundamental basis of family, and thus of society.  Marriage allows children 
to have relationships with their biological parents, and for biological parents to have 
relationships with their children. 

Comments in support of same-sex marriage 
Marriage is a legal construct legally recognising a relationship between two people.  By 
any objective measure, a same-sex relationship has all the same qualities of an opposite-sex 
relationship. Some last, some do not. Some involve children, some do not.  To deny 
committed same-sex couples the rights, responsibilities, and recognition of Marriage is 
discriminatory and sends the message that they are second class citizens. 

Marriage, insofar as it concerns the Australian government, is the civil institution created 
by the recognition of a relationship between two people, and any legal implications that 
recognition entails. The religious institution of marriage is related, but separate, to this 
civil institution. There is, therefore, no reason to exclude same-sex couples from legal 
recognition of their relationship on the basis of religious norms. 

As a secular government, the Australian Parliament should recognise all lifetime 
commitments between couples regardless of religious prohibitions. 

Marriage is an expression of commitment and security. It should not be restricted. All 
human beings have the right to equality before the law. 

Symbolically we need to show that gay people are not excluded from our civic institutions 
(the religious institution of marriage is a matter for the respective religions but the legal 
and civic notion of marriage should apply to all). 

Society is constantly changing, and it is time we started to act upon these changes, rather 
than dictating old traditions.  

Marriage is about two people uniting before God and for legal recognition in the 
community, and I believe that if two people of the same sex want to commit themselves to 
each other for the rest of their lives, then they should have the same rights as everyone else. 

At present, a large fraction of our society is excluded access to the legal rights and 
privileges of marriage.  This is morally wrong, socially destructive, and potentially 
devastating for those affected. 
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All consenting adults should have access to the institution of marriage, with the 
consenting adult of their choice. To only allow marriage between opposite sexes is 
discrimination based on sexual orientation, and thus is not equal rights. 

Families with same-sex parents deserve the same social, legal and religious protections 
offered to them that other families have access to, something that only marriage equality 
can provide. 

Recognising same-sex marriages is about saying that Australia recognises all types of 
families and relationships and does not discriminate based on sexual preference. This is 
how I want Australia to be viewed by others and how Australians should view each other. 

Marriage is the foundation of a loving and stable relationship, and should be available to 
all Australians who wish to celebrate it. 

I support the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2012 over the Marriage Amendment Bill 
2012 as the former is a more inclusive, complete version of the legislation. Discrimination 
on the basis of sex and sexual orientation is prohibited in other acts, and should therefore 
be removed from the Marriage Act. The current situation of disallowing same sex marriage 
in a society where discrimination is prohibited is a case of everyone is equal, but some are 
less equal than others. 

Our life is like that of many other Australian families. We enjoy planning (and going on) 
family holidays, we attend our local Catholic Church on Sundays. All-in-all we lead a 
pretty boring life. One thing that we would like to do, but can’t, is to marry. We want our 
children to grow up knowing that their parents have the same rights as everyone else. This 
is not a dangerous or radical proposition. After all, the desire to fall in love and grow old 
with someone is not restricted to heterosexuals. 

Comments in opposition to same-sex marriage 
Marriage has always meant the union of one man and one woman for life. This is the 
nucleus of family which is the foundation of our society. It is essential that the sanctity of 
this definition and this union is safeguarded now and into the future. 

There are many different kinds of relationships in our society, each with their own purpose, 
and I believe we should honour traditional marriage for what it is. 

Marriage is a sacred union between a man and woman. If homosexual people wish to have 
a union, it should be called something different. 

Marriage is deeply valued by a large proportion of the population for cultural and religious 
reasons and this should be respected. 

Marriage is a religious act not a legal act and therefore politics should not be making laws 
to influence any religion to change their beliefs.  Marriage by definition is the joining of a 
man and a woman into a holy union. 
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I believe that it is the best interest of Australian families if we used God’s standard as the 
guide for morality and not public opinion. We have seen how moving away from God’s 
standard has resulted in a decay of the family unit. I therefore do not support legalising 
gay marriage. 

The definition of marriage being between a man and a wife cannot be amended to include 
same sex couples. If same sex marriage was to be legalised, society will break down. 

I believe in the biblical definition of marriage, being for one man and one woman. I don’t 
think the definition of marriage can be, or should be expanded. 

There will be ramifications for the way in which ‘marriage’ is viewed for heterosexual 
couples. 

The definition of ‘marriage’ is the union of a man and a woman.  This doesn’t contain any 
‘moral’ considerations, that’s just the definition of the word.  If you change the definition, 
that’s not the same word. 

I believe marriage is between a man and a woman and therefore the sanctity of this must be 
protected. As a society we need traditions and firm foundations to build on. 

Marriage is an ancient convention that provides a formalised arrangement for a 
relationship of love and nurture with a primary goal of providing a healthy and stable 
environment for the raising of children. 

Marriage is not simply a loving, committed relationship between two people, but a unique 
kind of physical and emotional union which is open to the possibility of new life. It is not a 
discrimination against homosexual couples to uphold marriage as being between a man 
and a woman. Marriage and same sex unions are essentially different realities. 

Marriage has always meant the union of difference, leading to the issue and raising of 
children, and this does not naturally follow from a gay union. I oppose the redefining of 
marriage, as it will destroy the very nature of that relationship. 

Personal stories 
My partner & I have been together now for 17 years. As far as we, our family & friends are 
concerned, we are married. We both contribute to our local community & have careers in 
the private & government sectors. We pay tax & have a mortgage, too but the best we can 
be offered, as far as our relationship status is concerned, is ‘defacto’. It feels like a second 
rate concession when our contribution is first rate. 

I have been with my boyfriend for 4 years and we love each other dearly. One day I would 
like to get married, but it is sad if my love is deemed inferior because of arbitrary reasons. 



FURTHER COMMENTS—MR GRAHAM PERRETT MP 63 

 

As a 23-year-old individual I have grown up with an acceptance that same-sex 
relationships are normal and legitimate in every sense. I honestly believe there is a large 
generational gap and by bringing in this legislation it will help to begin to reduce this. 

 

I would like to support my daughter in her quest to marry, and have that marriage 
formally recognised with her long time partner. I have been married to my wife for more 
than thirty years. 

if they pass, it’ll mean that my partner and i can finally get married, after 12 years. there’ll 
be a narrative and language that people can understand and get their heads around. our 
family will gradually become safer as society is led by legislation to understand that we 
should be treated equally. 

I have been in a same sex relationship for 32 YEARS and cannot understand why after all 
these years there is still not recognized equality for persons in same sex relationships. 

Changing the law to enable me to marry my same sex partner will mean that we will be 
able to seek equal treatment in our public lives. For example, my partner’s employer (UN) 
will recognise our 30 year relationship fully if our country recognises our marriage. This 
will include health care, leave and moving arrangements and superannuation. 

My little sister is a lesbian. Ever since she told me, I never want to see my sister upset 
again if I can help her get through it. The thought of her not being able to get married is 
unjust and unconstitutional. Please stop this inequality and recognise that we are all 
people just trying to do the best we can in this world, with the little time we have. Please 
make it is easier for my sister to live in this society without inequality and discrimination 
based on sexual orientation. 

I am Australian. I am a daughter. I am a sister. I am a niece. I am a cousin. I am a friend. I 
am a university graduate. I am a teacher. I am a partner. I am in love. I am...not allowed to 
legally marry.  I want to watch my partner grow old and get wrinkles. I want to share my 
adventure called life with her. I want to experience together the overwhelming joy of 
childbirth and raise children in a loving family home. I want to walk down the aisle in a 
beautiful white dress just like every little girl dreams of.  I love being Australian. I love 
Australia. I am proud of where I come from and how fortunate we are. I would love if 
Australia felt the same way about me. I am no different from your own sister, daughter, 
niece, cousin or friend....how would you feel if the country they loved did not allow for 
them to get married? Let me help with that answer....it hurts. 

As a gay woman who grew up dreaming of her big white dress wedding day it breaks my 
heart to be almost 30 and facing a future where I can not marry the love of my life as 
should be my right, as should be anyone’s right. 

I am an 18 year old female and although my sexual orientation is different to others, I still 
grew up imagining myself walking down the aisle with the person I love. I still dream of 
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that one, perfect day which I can share with my friends and family. The education system 
within Australia teaches us to be independent, strong and accepting yet why is the 
homosexual community discriminated and restricted by the current laws? I believe that 
everyone should have the right to marry anyone they wish to, and I believe that the 
government needs to take a step forward in their growth to legalise same sex marriage. 

I have been married to the woman I love for 55 years and we are both Christians. We 
believe that same sex marriages should be permitted because they imply fidelity, love and 
happiness. 

I have been married for forty-eight years, and can see no reason why any couple who wish 
to make such a commitment should not be able to do so. 

I believe in equality. I have been married for 50 years and have 2 children so I have no 
personal axe to grind. Marriage is about love and commitment and doesn’t only apply to 
heterosexual people. Some people think that marriage is about children but lots of people 
get married without any intention of having children. And quite a lot of heterosexual 
people should never have children. 

As a gay man, a Catholic man, a man from a cultural minority, and a registered 
psychologist - I know very well the implications of both sides of the debate.  It has been my 
experience that prevention of same-sex marriage, and lack of recognition of same-sex 
marriage performed in foreign countries, perpetuates gay people’s experience of segregation 
and discrimination. ANYTHING we can do as a community to send the message that we 
are equal goes some way to undo and prevent further damage. 

My Experience growing up as a straight male in a highly Christian environment, both at 
school and at home has taught me that love is the greatest thing two people may share. 
Love is greater than gender and anyone should have the chance to express this in a way 
that is recognized by a country as Great as Australia. 

I was raised in a Mormon (LDS) family and for a long time I believed I had the blueprint 
for life, happiness and could speak to the rules god had laid out for us. I came to realise that 
no one has a right to control another’s life so long as they aren’t hurting anyone else. 
Beyond that I realised how self righteous I was to think I was better than someone else just 
because I happen to love to opposite sex. I’ve since formed amazing friendships with LGTBI 
people and those connections will last for life. I’ve met some of the most loving, sincere 
people who are now considered part of my family. They raise families and their children 
deserve the same rights as other kids - to have their parents marry if they want to and to 
know they are recognised as a family unit. 

I believe that permitting same sex marriage in Australia will cause more harm than good. 
Giving 4000 gay couples in Australia happiness by allowing this bill to pass, does not 
outweigh the outrage that the religious and independent belief organisations will have. I 
myself believe that gay couples should be allowed to get married, but from a utilitarian 
point of view, this would cause more harm than good.    P.S i am 15 years old. 
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My wife and I have been married for 37 years this year and believe that marriage must be 
recognised as only between a man and a woman. This relationship is the best structure for 
the family unit and society. 

We have been married for 51 years and have 4 children and 11 grand children. The 
proposed law changes would downgrade our marriage to the level of the union of 2 
homosexuals. 

I am strenuously opposed to same sex marriage as this notion goes against the laws of 
nature, traditional culture and religion. Having been married to my wife for 40 years, I 
find it repulsive and insulting that the people supporting this notion are trying to push 
this legislation through. If same sex couples wish to live together that is none of my 
business and I would not discriminate against them in any way. However, I feel that the 
people trying to legalise same sex marriage are trying to gate crash our sacred institution 
of marriage between a man and a woman. 

I do not agree that a same sex union is an equivalent relationship to a marriage between a 
man and a woman. I have been married for nearly thirty years and raised five children to 
adulthood with my wife. I think maybe without intending this bill demeans the specialness 
of the relationship which has so defined my life by making it one of a number of ‘valid’ 
expressions of human relationship. Find other ways to deal with same sex and defacto 
relationships but don’t make them equivalent to marriage with the stroke of a pen. 

I have been married for nearly 20 years now. I entered into marriage for life, to the woman 
I still love. Our wedding was conducted in accordance with the laws of the Commonwealth 
of Australia witnessed by our family, friends and our God.  I do not want my marriage to 
stand for anything other than what we entered into 20 years ago. Please do not change the 
laws to make marriage something different for whom marriage works now. 

Australian religious groups including Christians and indeed non-religious groups identify 
with the definition of marriage as relating to a male and female. They have the right to 
claim the maintenance of a long established sacred covenant that is held dear by people, not 
only locally but also globally. I have been married for 36 years and I do expect the legal 
relationship I entered into maintains the original definition. 

I have been married for 37 years and I would feel very disappointed if our government were 
to change the definition of marriage. This would mean a lot of married couples who are 
opposed to same sex marriage would be just put into some category that is not what they 
took a vow to. Where does this leave them? 

I work in the area of child protection and so some of reasoning is based on my experience 
working with broken families and the effects on children. I have seen many varied family 
groups and my conclusions are that even though it may not be perfect, children thrive best 
when they have both a male and female parent.  
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Because of my Christian beliefs which are strongly held, I believe that marriage should be 
between a man and woman as it is the natural way to build a stable society. 

It is my belief that a marriage should only be between a man and a woman, based not only 
on my religious beliefs, but also on my experiences in interacting with both same-sex and 
traditional couples. It is my belief that marriages are lasting unions, and allowing same-
sex couples to get married would delegitimise the sacred union of marriage, as there may be 
higher chances for divorce. 

I have had the privilege of working as an accredited welfare worker, church pastor, 
marriage celebrant and counsellor over a forty six year period. During that time I 
experienced living and working with people from different backgrounds, cultures and 
beliefs, and one thing stood out, the primacy of the marriage between a man and a woman 
and the importance of the family unit as the building block for a healthy society. The 
current description in law has it right 

Marriage is a special relationship between one man and one woman. It holds religious 
significance to many people, including my family and this should be respected. I worry 
that redefining marriage could change my religious freedom. Families are built on 
marriage and society built on strong family life. Research has shown that a child with 
married, biological mother and father do best. I believe that this is the model we should aim 
for in society. 

Although you are elected as my representative I do not give you the power to change 
elements of my life and of the world that are far beyond the purview of any government. 

My rights as a ‘married’ person are being ridiculed by the selfishness of homosexual 
couples. I took my marriage vows very seriously indeed - they are personal and meaningful 
in a relationship between a male and female. Find another word and you might be 
surprised at the support you get. 

 

I commend the Committee Report to the Parliament and ask each Member of the 
Parliament to weigh carefully the views and evidence presented and to vote with 
the courage of their convictions and to support Australia moving towards equality 
for all.  

 

 

 
Mr Graham Perrett MP 
Chair 
18 June 2012 
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Mr Shayne Neumann MP and Mr Mike Symon 
MP 

We do not believe there is anything like sufficient community consensus which 
would justify changes to such a fundamental societal institution as marriage. 

Marriage, as the union between one man and one woman has been steeped in 
history, law, culture and religion for millennia. This is a fact which cannot be 
denied. 

We believe that marriage should remain "the union of a man and a woman to the 
exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for life" which incorporates the 
traditional and historic English and Australian case law definition. 

There has been much exaggerated comment from different parties during the 
course of this public debate and evidence of the same can be found in many of the 
submissions to this Inquiry. 

We do not accept "the thin end of the wedge" style of argument of some 
opponents of same sex marriage. We find the references to polygamy et al to be 
repugnant and ridiculous. 

Equally, we do not accept the contention of some proponents of same sex marriage 
that this argument is solely about marriage equality. This contention is 
disingenuous. 

In Australia, marriage is not permitted by law where the blood relationship is too 
close and further, at law, there are clear restrictions on the minimum age of 
marriage. 

Australia is a diverse country and its relationships and families are diverse as well. 

Love, understanding and acceptance within relationships and families should be 
celebrated and cherished. 

As Members of Parliament we have been pleased to have supported more than 80 
legislative amendments in such areas as social security, immigration and 
superannuation to end discrimination against same sex couples during the terms 
of this Federal Labor Government. 

Nevertheless, we do not think that the framers of the Australian Constitution had 
same sex 'marriage' in mind when they enumerated the Commonwealth 
Government's powers to legislate with respect to marriage in Section 51 of the 
Constitution. 



68  

 

We think it more likely that the classic marriage definition of "Hyde v Hyde" 
would have been the common understanding. 

It is to be noted that there was robust debate in the submissions received (both 
written and oral) re whether the Commonwealth has constitutional power to 
legislate for same sex 'marriage' or if the matter is for the States to decide. 

If either of these Bills passes through Parliament then it will be for the High Court 
to decide the constitutional limits which apply. 

Finally, to change the meaning of marriage is a major step with many legal, 
familial and cultural implications as is evident from the submissions to the 
Inquiry. 

Both Bills propose to remove the terms of 'husband' and 'wife' from the Marriage 
Act but there is nothing in the draft report that examines the effect of that 
provision on the status of the many millions of people in Australia who are 
married already as husband and wife. 

We consider that there should be no change made to the Marriage Act in the terms 
of these two Bills without the clearest and most widespread community support. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Shayne Neumann MP    Mr Mike Symon MP    
18 June 2012     18 June 2012 
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Hon. Sharman Stone MP 

In my view, and after hearing all of the evidence presented, the passing of either 
of these two bills would not deliver the changed attitudes to long-term 
relationships between same-sex couples which their advocates desire. 

The Coalition does not support either of these bills because doing so would mean 
breaking a commitment we made to the Australian people at the last federal 
election.  

The Coalition has long been opposed to changes to Commonwealth law that could 
diminish the institution of marriage. This position was represented to the 
Australian electorate at the 2010, 2007 and 2004 federal elections.  

I do not agree that the view towards marriage in Australia has changed since the 
2010 federal election. The Coalition believes that the definition of marriage, as 
contained in the existing provisions of the Marriage Act 1974 (Cth), appropriately 
reflects the common understanding of marriage in the Australian community—
‘the union of a man and a woman, to the exclusion of all others, voluntarily 
entered into for life.’ I am not persuaded that this definition should be changed.  

In relation to the issue of discrimination, the Coalition is of the view that it is 
widely accepted that there are certain customs and practices in any society that are 
unique to certain relationships. To acknowledge this does not amount to 
discrimination. 

The Coalition is of the view that marriage is a sui generis institution and its 
limitation to people of the opposite sex is not to discriminate against people who 
wish to belong to same-sex relationships, but rather acknowledge that in Australia 
marriage is a unique institution which, in accordance with its traditional meaning 
and purpose, has only been regarded as being between a man and a woman. It has 
never been intended to apply to any other kind of relationship or status.  

The Coalition’s view is that all Australians should have freedom from 
discrimination and on the question of discrimination against same-sex couples, 
our position is clear and unambiguous: we do not accept discrimination on the 
basis of sexuality. The removal of discriminatory provisions against same-sex 
couples in Commonwealth law began under the previous Coalition Government 
in 2004 and the Coalition not only strongly supported, but substantially improved 
and extended, further legislative amendments to eliminate discrimination in 84 
other Commonwealth statutes in 2008.  
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In reaching my decision not to support these bills, I have considered this issue 
bearing in mind three important values: that commitments made to the Australian 
people at an election are important; that all people are entitled to equal respect 
and their relationships are entitled to equal respect regardless of their sexuality; 
and that marriage has only ever been understood to mean one thing in Australia, 
and that understanding ought to continue.  

I do not therefore support either of the bills considered in this review. Marriage 
should continue to refer to the union of a man and woman, a civil union or any 
other term preferred by same-sex couples is not inferior or discriminating, it 
simply observes the differences. 

 

 

 

 

 
Hon. Sharman Stone MP 
18 June 2012 
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Mr Ross Vasta MP 

The Coalition does not support either of these bills because doing so would mean 
breaking a commitment we made to the Australian people at the last federal 
election.  

The Coalition has long been opposed to changes to Commonwealth law that could 
diminish the institution of marriage. This position was represented to the 
Australian electorate at the 2010, 2007 and 2004 federal elections.  

I do not agree with the majority of the Committee that the view towards marriage 
in Australia has changed since the 2010 federal election. The Coalition believes 
that the definition of marriage as contained in the existing provisions of the 
Marriage Act 1974 (Cth) appropriately reflects the common understanding of 
marriage in the Australian community—‘the union of a man and a woman, to the 
exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for life.’ I am not persuaded by the 
evidence before the Committee that this definition should be changed.  

Some of the submissions received by the Committee address the issue of 
discrimination. It is widely accepted that there are certain customs and practices in 
any society that are unique to certain relationships. To acknowledge this does not 
amount to discrimination. 

The Coalition is of the view that marriage is a sui generis institution and its 
limitation to people of the opposite sex is not to discriminate against people who 
wish to belong to same-sex relationships, but rather acknowledge that in Australia 
marriage is a unique institution which, in accordance with its traditional meaning 
and purpose, has only been regarded as being between a man and a woman. It has 
never been intended to apply to any other kind of relationship or status.  

The Coalition members agree with the majority Committee view that all 
Australians should have freedom from discrimination and on the question of 
discrimination against same-sex couples, our position is clear and unambiguous: 
we do not accept discrimination on the basis of sexuality. The removal of 
discriminatory provisions against same-sex couples in Commonwealth law began 
under the previous Coalition Government in 2004 and the Coalition not only 
strongly supported, but substantially improved and extended, further legislative 
amendments to eliminate discrimination in 84 other Commonwealth statues in 
2008.  

In reaching my decision not to support these Bills, I have considered this issue 
bearing in mind three important values: that commitments made to the Australian 
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people at an election are important; that all people are entitled to equal respect 
and their relationships are entitled to equal respect regardless of their sexuality; 
and that marriage has only ever been understood to mean one thing in Australia, 
and that understanding ought to continue.  

I recommend that the bills not proceed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Ross Vasta MP 
18 June 2012 
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Mr Adam Bandt MP 

You can’t hurry love 
The Australian public is ready to remove discrimination from our marriage laws.  

The inquiry’s survey had over a quarter of a million responses, with 64% 
supporting the Bandt/Wilkie bill to ensure all people can marry the one they love.  

This figure accords with the many opinion polls conducted over many years, all 
pointing to one conclusion: Australians are ready for Parliament to do the right 
thing and bring about marriage equality. 

Unfortunately, the inquiry shows that although sentiment is changing, many 
Members of Parliament are still not yet ready for equality. 

As such, the push for equal love stands at a challenging crossroads.  

On the one hand, the public would welcome Parliament doing the right thing and 
legislating for equal marriage. 

On the other, the Labor party is divided and not ready to support reform. As such, 
reform is now in the hands of Coalition members of goodwill, who have to date 
been prohibited from exercising a conscience vote. 

With the Greens the only party unequivocally in favour of change, the only way 
marriage reform will be achieved during this parliament is if proponents from 
across the chamber work together—it may not be easy but it can be done and it 
should be done. 

Here is where the Greens differ from others. Until the old parties acknowledge 
that the majority of Australians wish to see marriage discrimination ended and 
stop delaying the inevitable, by either throwing their full weight behind reform or 
allowing all members of parliament the right to vote freely, we do not wish this 
matter to be rushed to a vote only to see it defeated. This would set back the cause 
of reform.  

We have a unique parliament and a unique chance to progress the principles of 
equal love and equal marriage. It would be disappointing if we did not use this 
opportunity but it would be even more disappointing if we ‘rang the bells’ too 
early and divided the parliament simply because some wish this matter off the 
national agenda. 
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A premature vote on marriage equality would risk defeat but we have nothing to 
lose by continuing the dialogue in our national Parliament. 

I, of course, would prefer to see a Greens' bill become law. But it is also clear from 
the report that changes to both bills should be considered.  

I strongly welcome the committee’s suggestion that a single bill proceed through 
parliament. Because of the limitations on reform set out above, such a bill should 
be co-sponsored by members of all parties in the chamber, as well as by 
independents. 

The Safety, Rehabilitation and Compensation Amendment (Fair Protection for 
Firefighters) Bill 2011, which I introduced, showed that a bill sponsored by all 
sides of politics can pass into law when people work together on important issues. 
I hope that a similar approach to marriage equality can be adopted. 

As such, instead of recommending a premature vote on the Bandt/Wilkie bill only 
for it to face defeat, I renew my invitation to work with members of the Labor 
party and the Coalition to co-sponsor a single bill so that we have the maximum 
chance of success. 

In the meantime, debate should continue in the House. 

I urge all members to reflect on the value of fairness, the importance of equality 
and the power of love. These forces make equal marriage inevitable. I sincerely 
hope that our current Parliament is the one to make this historic change. 

 

 

 

 

 
Mr Adam Bandt MP 
18 June 2012 
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